ATMA SF 

yt that 
fioiey 

Ame hipairtnse 


ONL Te AMATO EEN WA OFS 
syn Cm REIN Aad 


War hte tee ky 


Ninh aheaceeh al alent 
SCA ead hMnTA Wh 4 
Ve LENO. 


\iiatae 
Aba wa valet 


pin, 


Wan 
4a 
Maida 


Tad }Ontyeil al 


Hes 
Ui iuadaineaiarah atts i 
Pitan ane 

RRP BRAINS Ty 

DOPE Te NEN WEL 
Aiea 

Pra Beret 

4 ; 

Li Gehahene 


Hii 
Waada tot 

eiceuatersi 2 

DPR re eyed 

fatten all ¥ 

pet 


exe 
eieaL 


Ae sy 
Vatsiwint Abr Tara 
ny 
ion 
pinakakauer 
SL aesnmt Aly WM 
Pash bab bob 


th Aa 


WAN the 


Lobe 


Wank 


NAD HA Ab gyal a aCaY IRY 
StU REIL ORCC 1MLn baba 
DVD IR NGTe Spree UE AUG SGUb Lob 
Col ee tae Et A RA RES RN RN 

Dera ede Leder G. MDE Wide CON VAUD 
ial oan stesuer 
A aK SAG 
shaved a He neead ah 
Teh apn amleno lett AMM ec Alen 
Lag ALM rAd a a IP hey jaltel 
Y Di ihehiena iat shui MANA RANT AO HEN 
Nie hee Rae NA RANT, 
Weer he kei | 
VA AAS Nae, 
Hera inhar 
aks 
Ayal? 


oiaty anak 


ax 
ane les: 


euMial ys 
Be nies nk 

bafta nh oth 
Tech aNaeals 
i Let Miner et ei 
(Aj mail agenda 
Galawiagal tele 
Sd aeisaco iia 
Hg haissyian 

UTieay ager 
Wardials 


i 


ovine 
Raho aug 


Wate ye) 
LPR AEGAN 
HH 


POET ee atten! 
eT e ele) 


adda aieltt A AD AEY 
“N69 Feb Le aah meer ONES 
aivehrlh want alt 


Wie t 


Wy 
Sse eSb a nen OUR AN 
eau gedtagsione 

AietaGal sn 


AA) 
ey Ah scala 
Aenea 
a Lote ata 
Heda dynetacey 


ay 


Pony da ited 


Pie 


Suh ieaeiaty a 
al eee ce rest 4 


3 Oy Tt , 
TAT he Let DST eh od) Cu Neodea RD 
Wi rhsh Nai Dh skeity 
Algae W 


crete 
Hee ne Tn Ly! 
i ena s day: 
UT 
Henteaah 


i a Manselietre 
SAUAA teen aca sity Aik 
Mi Wha AA at aA ga 
dia gaelaais ner fhe 

chit 4: R41 Hada i 


Pants iL Cat M Aah 


leit nian Ot 

4 Tanks 

Eee hie 
Avr MnE Te aN 


Weary ad 
Atay ae Paci SA 

BA ath Agta wteopd 4 
TAT inthe Uy Pinal “bat al 
fA wohl AN He) 
Vieni CasRleniakah #) 
wih ah died eae hee 
AWAlealcn ee 

>) 


Lied aid SL gre heh ay $ 

AAS Atel) ata Mt NAG santa eh 
verted ait 
PURE en | 
Vt Alon 


MAMA Me 
Tatwiicag Boks 
UL Pk Ha eA MEW aU Aa 
Dial ie yh 
Pelned inal 


sae 
oy 


(a ail 4 
Welires niy ae ti 
dificil tc 


TAhcliagerge 
RURIUIE A tonal 
LAR aN RN aed ot 

Wagan ay at 

SHAG Aaa AS OM 


Ae 
ia janes 
dita 
Etats 

Mya H Ait wieiagecatt 

{ Rei oa BONE AY 
Jaci sland x Wie vrs 


wane ies 


ade 
Deda the 
Pas ninbiaaas 


Taoaannnal: 


Pree aiene 


Hag Vea aionesn ay 
4 Pa s1yeAG Aveta ienihea 
Deh aieow 
ni 
pistes 


Kall sor LeN a RA 3 


Yaa CAR HC itll We 

i VASA, Aira ell 
sav ey Sa WEA IAL vib Hea avetle ACV IC PA 
Oieskikura? 


{ait Wd 


(teas 
is 


f 

Ma ea bia), 

WAG bay at Al 

Belwnyeitreribiian 
ei 


seth 
VePen Gren 
Faith eal 
Seana teaalt 
eo ha alr 
Wa AA GS, 
idaeeanone 
Waka tnps be 
Aijohin sh alnen ate 


ant, 
Salted ih 
Wool eae) A 
MBean ety 
AL Hired atl sioe 


ww aly 

Me anene tees Ai 

Galieloy APNG MAA te 
Pra evenene, b 
Uairdaibaey al 


143 2h ve £4 


LALA Te eral 
i diy uigpaute 

Mev ay ale satan en eri 
eiee aati eatin 

ASE A 


iA ribteee tase that 


pst eat Palit Ans taa sing 


Tenevaies Teac ba ies 
WAM TRGAT AH as ant 
Natalie Gal 
it oh 


aay 


Aaa 
Halil atexizy, 
2g Aum ha itreh lel Tif aaah at 
Ne ERM Ao ped Maly Mabank bat 
Fd Aa RIALS Wetreeteetny 
Neyer iey Apa abe 
Wier ney Utes 


baht Panui ayat ahanee Ace 
th 
Mer aay 
et 


RA Gad iN 
ep Petree 
Prue pases 
Lanatal TAR Teal 
Rie Seep 
Reever alvelt 
ENR ONNY 


i 1 
ARedaand at Walley) 
Ae Eni inh eo rai 


LTS GG. i 
Le Kat oS bE aa aee) sas ad 


rea Te Aenea 781 


Been) 
Sat hy ayes) 


Men eG 
Lh 
Wein Hay! 
sali Wie 
(Ay hake 
Wax diek ay 


Ful f 
iy oi 


ty 


Syihak 


Ls i, 

4 ro Nets 45 

Waka firaly 
eee ies 

aiaeay 

ral di 

isi ADULT AL 

ls sib rene 


HARA agua aya 
ENE, 
(ih Rue u) 
neat aY , 
Gere ar aah alah 
NP REAP ater 
HA PMEUeE Ue MUL Tp ba has 
niin 


aii mae iN 


Val 
PUNE ST ET Ba 
vm 


Sau CHCA AAMT P) 
HiRes AN ANT A AGE ALA ah S89 
ANE Soh bR?34 BIO RS EAE 
CRATES Race et 


Lee herd 
Vana Kea aae dk 
racer yes 
Masten 
net 
Lend ba altoiesica aire 
LAN it ae Prranen ng) 
Rg Heat letiateay 
eae igen ea 
Q4h A Pie Gs 
Dig tases maiieliie 
Reeth VaLhG oh aM ean niuioaAN ren 
AA) at fare eer 


Sty 


Paawnranaitavs did ays 
mAg 
ats Aalipitet 


‘ ane rie eke 

q Faye lew) ay aH 

PP enP IMT SML N ISU aL RANK ht 
sual 


aa dahote 
ie NCPR ATE at 
Aya lardmt Moe tNY 
LTE SI) 
{DAA ‘ 
erate iia 
Ley SOU aa re 
eaduninenaaays { 
bard 


Waa nity, 
Tiles NG 
AL 34 46, 

isi! 

GANA ioeadate ae 

a ise inky ‘ 

AVAL GALA: 

i eae UN Lean rat Fe 
ENV CeAMioy Taner Cann curs 
Wiha aa koe h sya 

i) are tame LANL 


i aU 
ayant A \ 
Piece Ue medi 


re 


Ve area id dane 
Haeetanantiesy y 
ie 


ran 
Haeay 


(eat 
Aleta peared 
i 


Na 
nay eo i pees 
A AMER A BN 


Valid pla Af aiageyeteatid 


avy Lh att a doel ad, ai 


Parivar nee) 
Aga Arsh Whales 


Gy 


ten oad uidnatrsaar 
Lesh aE tg Voudat hats 
Hid aby yea) a1 wee Olt 
Pipe Une velZ Dee Ant 
Bata R ne MAS Sibel id bet 
Avy ey ql Silat at Wl oe 
aD Marini: TALE NG oR 


Paks ee 


as ai sag ad tt HDs 


Roun AIL r t 
UV ANA aha 


t 


Wary AN +e, Hi 
aa 
pene Niele 

det ae NA Le IE 
ts oe 

Red nied 

si ey y 


Hea aes 
MTU avin agony 
eesti PDS Ra 
me Nien Aha 


ive 
Btaray seal 
THA aN ahalt erat Aik 
baheeties 


teedtine 

Tay ane ta 

Fee uuhtalae Fata 

EOE ay naan seainnt 
Saugnat aby 

HAN a aha! ey 

See SHA Be) 

oa 


perenne 
Rags itay zu 


enna What 
STC bY 
ELAM 


SADE t le 
ava 
Heit Pe 


Mf 
ant 


tay acer 
i) 


Ay ARAM AY 
Mialavern Aan al 


Baie PhCH Reel 
4 Bol 


dE CAS) ie? ii, asia 7s 


a 


Wir Aahalts Cea aks 
iar ite 


hath 4 ays 


jee Ae 


ieee 4 


SGA ahah geal 
deme ah 
f 


Geers 


« 


deeded bat rite 


Rist ls aly 


i isegh a ica 
9 NAM 
(sana 
SA eM An nee oh 
4h + 
YSU de itt 
Havellatra Gad aH 4 
nerves 
oi 


jie wens ai 
expt 


Han ed 
Aaah aati 


Onan 
FLAG ehh 


ities Aq 

it avi ca gisalts 
Lhe kit ay Svew hal ee, 

Wigaean nately Pe 


yitite 
ISA Leg 


Xie: 
ih adc lian eA 
adie aa ay 


Wit 


mire 


Sh ini 


ain am) 


AN ad AL nei 


Wi Awi ely y 
ev EU ant 
Dike ah aed iri 


hat 


hada 
Sela ee 
Mela 4Mh 
iat 


ay slid 


shes 


eet oe is 
if ea fsop ate 
in We ahshaii4 Mh 


Wtache on 
Aion Ie 
Vaistinicot 


ce Maes 
aay ay anata st 


Kosh 


NAH #lG a ay aa of DY 


hahah wary 


fava diay a4 
ere 


Abel 


ade) 

Sos ANA TA ACN 

Yani bite Nees 
CHG 


wail 8 
‘hate 
ph 
Galaiue 
eh ef ahs 
(asia 


You! iwi aren tat eh 


SAN iat anid cae 
Daan 


TU NMANe abt 
yaa tah ha 

Pa ea bi 

Wore oy AOL ER 
Tiga lsd 

A 

4 

, 


i) 
ER a es ty 
ys ht 


hb: 
PiL Sh a5 


Aifanaicaden altaya 
Seay eh Hehe 

Ai alah 
Nee yen etal 
af ai) -@Gi 


A‘ 
Neeaienee 
Sea hs 
aaa 
Ness 


mise 


Valcabay ated Ait 
es 


Toph 
sey 


Sedu a 


jaaly 


Way Taye 


Bhgha gals ent 


hh 


Rares 

Me eh at 

vee 

RAMON, ane 
AeVeth 1 
49 seh, 


theus 


Shay: Wc otah 


West aaah 4g 


4 
A hit i 


Ab afal eeu 


vn 


faecis i 


‘iy 


Law sh4G Mi 


“Aol 


Nad) 


ab ed Bes 
Aes 1 


Mi 


f, 
Bias ily 


Hi) 


ee a RA cell 


Lafamtasoule 
ne raga aia 


a aysimt tee ai aH AV eT 


Aiyeleadi ia ish 9 


ems 


Abate 


ay Phy 


Np Ws 


ase 
Diteolb aes: 


Ret 


i 4 


ihe 


deine) 
sya oe 


Aly sik #i) m 
aig at Pepnean pen 
henna 
ap Re ee 


445 STAN, 
ve 


Wig acl aed) Si oh 


Bwiea eR th an 
Ai vader aii 


era nere natn 
abs a 


Vaaay, 


Teach a ie eae 
PXitad ih ee jaan hts 4y. 


46; 


pop hty 


bail 28) Pee daeL LMT 


en Lana 
pei 


eal stad 


Retires 


AY. Aare hy 
Pv 


at) 4 bt ij 


ual 


Aal PHAM hs “af 


alt 


eLar eat 


aay 
Lhe) Ay att 


fat 


4K, 


aj hb Fy 


gat 


Ajay 


thi 
diiofo 


ery 
rN 


ana 
$e i 


Re 


eae) As 


ANY Pee N FL 
easier 
eT ert FAO, y 
wane Ss (al 
Aieile ow BEM at 
pinnae 


SRP e hu 
sind at 
(aia teen a 


Se 
sFth 


ik 


ala 
ee ea 
Petts tat 


l 


Af. 
‘ Mee aate 


‘ati 


aavansicie a 


EAC ay 


TAL 


35 Sey 
hen 


y 
¥/ 44 Wer ve Wagitad 
Wee ag aiAas 


al 
A 3h 
iH 


ag 


Aid algae RAG 


He Gal) 


ai 


Baits 


ri 


HATA AS eh 


Y 4 
Me G ae 
Tae 


np 


Tau aeye 
LR AAI 


. 
i. ih 


eh nh 
Hie 


bi oN 
Ai aaa 


rae 
ties 


hilt ih +i 
Rieisy elle Sede 


TE eR ts 
Bie 4 


Heal 


Githe AA SMG, 
My ihe hyp 


isa 


hie Nab sh4 


eee staid Hat 


Asta. 
ue) 
jeavoa tia 


yh 


recor Wt ial 
tad 
pine: 

Taad alan 
Peat aN ral 
Pail eyfen hea as Syed Dita 
Di eNO CO} rh hey by} 
Cie apa faa ony sith 
kateb senve 


ETE NE | 
ma saa aizte ee! 
baat 


AReiiit 
(aakat 
Halk 
iS Ain 
Renued 


ia 


riba seakepelt 
1rd a 


ayiat 


vai 


26 peeve 
Sapa anh 


opin 
t 


MupiereD 


pie 
i 


ately ees yt 


yi 
AeA SUN 


fe 


ere eee: 


Bi ty 
aesw 


ay 


SN 


s He Gehas 2 


ae 


i 
Raptors 


rapOne Ke 
ein 


bik ee 


d 


Pes a 


pea 


IP RY 


a te 


jae by oh 


elk 


renee 


pr 


Peldalan Wea Asta SRO 


Caageuianaea ye 
aye Miall 


yyPhe ne on 
PT EOPIEM 
poe ada 
Tauvane 
CAR aa rad 
‘4 05 0G 
isieeac 


Hagavansa Bi 
aR OW REAR 
Pisa Mi ania) Y 
Aioiaea 
coed as 
ein otra RSF 
44 4) #) Oe 


nies 
4 


ny ay ov 


Yn st, 


meat Lah ake wide 


Lae 


DET DON MT 
apc lrg Otis 


eae 


via 


(ite 
(ita 


+ 
4444) 


ekg kaaeoi eh oe 


fata iat 
‘ 


Ewe» 
i Medes Ad ada de 


di way 


apie 
was aaah 


HTd umber i neeer Nr en 
sities as Pippy 


i) 

ayy 

PAL ON Tenet 
seksi 

vi LD ae a5 


DEE Ea REE 


ta 
TaN ate 


Kono 2 44 
Rob xt ni tae 


1M KORG AT HEGRE 
dal-sonemed avin, wana 
al aie g hela ets >) 
Masi ete peeled 


Wis areciitana 

dic aier dy thatraite bay x at ls 
Oe LOT ES bane ae MIR ATS 

CUT se Ra ae Pa itn 
Vl) LA aa ld prim 
RP REE IE 

rie ie ede gone 

cai, Brea Ny 
CLAS 


ee an ) 
noe ah 14 


Tusthita 


if 
eae lgeretes 
aeehe 


Rob phir} ae 


PEO 
Hy site 44 wire ail 


bie ¥ wine 


i 


Lose 


(Oe 
i ayptent 
ier L as Deh 
th 


Fh iy elawiveiuat rte 

Uiereie ee Fass 
palette $6 
Venad 


WAG 
PR seventies 


i career % 
Arca 


din 


Sd 
ee 
Syd iets ean wisi 


an omesielicdal es ‘1 
ay EIN oew Med aga 

iat nie 
Plt) 444 
eh lite f 


pt 


pena er fort 
Tay Ane 
Ne ahi die 

PURE 
Bnet sve | H 
POR ARs Aue aA AY 
sessile 


Wad aap! Oy 
Monae 
aN) 
Us vf, 
Ustegteia 
al Pets) 


ne 

i 

q bry a ania 
bE aa 

Ce Sidharadae 


Meret 3 


Soy 
Lerp hor oie tye a ae 
ie ep tEUA Ane Ips 
aa: hitb Vial use 

Aa aon ad, 


Sra i) 
Ht. iene PRT altel tee 
ee 


aint teh 


IED 
4 At aieh: 3 


Vat ice, 


Fabs Meigen 


lepnsiich 
Dai ret le 
POM EH EACcA Sips 


Meat 
Thee bY 
ih ae i 


Keyes 
angie 
fee ate ay 


pay 


rere 

@ aL AA IE 4 ISA 

Diaietyi Wh ai ay 

Pha ata wt) stay 8 4 

Wibss pit halen dahey 

"f i Aid Leys SARS 

A Wain YAH aif euerit Dy 

wig CAL A eld 9 yw ij 

ay Fein weet ae if 
Ai SAR AY AC ui 

BREN ae) UU OANCy 

Welearecicy 

oh it } 


mad ane 

a relion 
ig etaty aya 
ta 


4/ 


eabare ah MY 
i) tcp saa 
a 
eit 
Bi 


es: 


Nays 
can Aida is 
ia 
eta ake 
ry Ay daygtae + 
i ub eR, 
aint 


he 
hainane ort 1 
ete 
en reel 
Panay ‘nes 
aiaeas Wisi 
die hy 
AAEM Mo 
Sova een 
fA 


Wah Bis RINE 
Ahinapag7 
Mevatid 


GIA Binet Maciel welll 


De aX F 
iat 
dood n eae 
atceniabee Sos 


Bs 
earner 
ieperatall 
RUE Penn ULI 
Kaiwiver nee 
view Keen 
dtfden’ eel 


aineh ar 
Wage be 
baw At 
ane Wie. 
fiay 


pail BY 
MoreNtans 

} wen ianey 
ian TA Met The euro 
aaNet 
} ey Meee ere 


Ih ii 
4 


Baad 
Spiadpies 


View 
MY hates sb iy 


inaaed ne . 


wv iy I pelt 
Teta Pil 


apy ty 


Aue, 
Ge weit ‘ 
Hie es 


aif 4 
iad te Gai 
ae iageees 


eo ha pbs 


ws egies , 

sigy acess 
ys gh Ailes 
i 


ty bt pe 
ait oi 
Ay fis isi) aly 


ie 


ih if 


ek 


hey 
t iy eosnn ty mi 
MW serena gs Y acer 
i ata re ae ae 
AM away ai atlists 
Neuaiioe Late N huh ik ae oN 2 
Sh, val a set 
MACE 
oe AVA ne fae 


$a mira tr on 

5 te ) th i; i Le 

4 Aina anet ak 

DRPy teen 
UN 

le? 


Dee WGA 

GWA a misatt x 

Goistuleay jaimiey 
fs 4, abiqale 


Vaan 
ag per 
Ky eal 


ay 


4ianye 


A i 
ee 


Path Sih 
mi ars 


ia} 


sata ark 


a 
tT eainas 


iS 5 


aia as 
4) 


Ayes 
aerate 


iS) 
stark 8d Ene 


aiCaqair ai 
SE ar Atty 
Wik ny ay Melt ANY 
Ph EIS EO TOU Ayla ch 
5! Hai mbes df pe ile ahaa ait Hs 
sis att we Beeb Bin 5) 
Ait us Sear aret 


pines sya) 
Fisie 

fein 

if Hey avin 


Taye shall) 


Yeeabaiek i) 


palin 


ralanalpac etal 


Urs 


ere i ue 


MAY on Site ml aid 


ie 


Misa 
¥ Also ey heasaiens 


4 


Hien) 
Linihiwrad eared yy 
N 


vi) 


uA Ny 
Rexel ot 


Mid ate 


Ten aad)\ ¥ip 


RHA Vaya 


4 ut y 


iy 


iy 
a0 falsuiiaigt 
‘lf rene, ise 
AI, ainsi 
a AM, helied 
Rp Bayete Minis ai 
ss f 


has 
Ty, penn 


Go ec 
painnceys 


a 


‘ MF 
i Fadel 
POEM 
ype 
Ha ¢i 


one 
eKenebanane 
Seals, Hae aisle 


leroy aah iene Be ay Ae 


hag, tte 


ie 
fren 
shieat Hy 


4 eo 
eee es 
asi 
ee 
ie Haley 
i 


rs 
er 
fia) 


pa Uplt 


iB 


a oe 
ei Haug 
sehugleac any 
eaten 


gies) 
hye a 


hei 4 


a 
“t 


Ore: 4 
fay ma 
fs 7 


palin sib ey 


i 
ails 


ay 


Teles te) 

sh bit he 

i 

Aen ar 
mea AAG fete 


Aaties 


Ai alte 
AU 
Hai 
i 


tis 


edict 


¢ tle 


N 
sh nt es 


May 


RAW MP NE 
aan 


nar 


His 
Pik OY OT 4) 
lay ee 
it fan sn uyaixagiay 
bi Heavy 3 iy 4h: ie ee 
te sia ans Hy ees 
Ree ty Pirie A 
Cah ay Sita ry! 
felt Nath toe 
Jageiwai 
a eat os 
ial i al 


ta 
UL 


PA Van 
Sa sats tas) 
say ican alias vary) 


+) 
a 


) ate 
med Sie 


1a 


Dh io 
Pat aiipts 
Dever heres 


aN iS ates 


Rea aoa 

a pa Re 2435 

hw hi {eh 
is) ah 


ta 


am a pyaainy) 
a 


Pak hike ays 
aad ay, 


iat 


9044: 


ieau'gyase 
whe SEA 
1 ea, 
EY 


fa 


aa Yaaltn ey 


bi es serail 
Wiser tea 
eb abakna sta 


ii 
Vidal i 


ay 4 
ayy MPMI Ye 
a Py 
Leyla vy 
AL rta 
ait 


Atha sebiak 
Mitinay hy hte 
: faye Boyt 
aati 
ee 
i shia ase niyo 
Eye oper ve 


edi de Ansa il 


ang ue 


Aopen eels 
Rana ya 
aati rath oie 


Ui 


ia t 
Buay ade 
potas alt 


Sak 
Maa) WEA 
Fle Mm 


nena 
Make che EAH 
Sie 


yee A 
Henrie 
Maire) 
ew iit, BANC 
sinh 


aah sian f 


alga 
Feat 


thee SY 
on NG. 
aks Daren epuit 
fase Bie DN at Solted MaLAAN A 
Sea TG TH 4 eae Wis Ait 4 Guaiiare 
a ayucy Hn) areata all Seat a 
BUY ead OU A eR eA byl ede aime) agus 
IEA) ead alt eat oe aa aU eo? iastttiahidion : 
hiatal eta AYA ANP AY TR OPH A Ie 
edi liwlal t ial 
er 


si 


ieitoy 
Ah? oii hy ie ye iel 


REA 
Sy epat Basal 


nee Be 

au alte 3 

ETNA wea 
Tn aa 

Saw aMeA gd ois 

Pinaeiernies: 

Thy 


Fay y 
avtbel sh, 
eines meh ha 
Spiga ely 
Ss ceaanentedsn, 
parla ah een 


We 
Peay) Tha 


We 
vaicae 


hale 

eoeys aaa 

Spada ais 
Reve DS Nav TI 


bs jaeveig 


ad ae 

sinha 

afta t tt 

) Risse 

Peeneyn Uh seu 

pre ay ast sl 
Silt alt, 

nincag 

‘ aie Cie 

% 


RPE 
PASE ei 
aif Iba BARONY 
DA REN ROA NEALE ama) 
a 
ths ( a he 
Wiacrys poate atde dk 
Pere 
Sr bt ct antes 


ise) 
a biyduianse asi it 
Sg eee tens 


mkt 


me ORI she 


Re hat 


hy pe 


Ensure res 


iif Mitta of eps ”) 
Mg ons 


Bia re 


Seales 


ipod auie sels 


sige ey 
nee 


res Ye 


fyb ba kee naib, 


ea Akmeal ge He 


Vinh 2a 684 


Bee ha) thera 


ta ely AG Ay seh ae Maal 


eae gM 
405; 


wary fi gdhavec 


padigery 


i 


Glens) td 


Dae abts 


Hipineiag 
sca Uys 
FC ghar 


Nc 
Let Aaa 


hewn dd aye 


ineenie 
este ae 
Mae a 
tie 


(ay Shay yet eiayredasy 
OM i 


pasteles 


ry xd i 
ey Li Ah, 
ivi ale paler 
insets 
Spagna 


i Hey 


re 
eat 
pera) 


Gren 
vie 
s) seelialy 


ai aalaien piety 
ak peeks: i 
Te 9 
aS a 
iy 
et 
Wie 


idle itis 


Pee 


hs 


avis 
iba da) ie 

« 
nag 


1 
me 
Hagaes ist 


ay 
iy auae 
Wis RAC sh ait 


aly 


Hit! 
Sak plush 


RAE, 


ial 


% bata 


ih a 
GyvauarneAnedonae 
Ah dep tre povouir an 
vs Unb} er ut 
Wolpe ve 
; ee iy 
ea 


i 3 ele ye 
eopctataneae y(t 


aia 


ies 


hee Cat 


Rite 


a ad 
Ph 


i i Aida Ts 
ae ae a 
Ay ae pie 


Iie 
nd 


Tbs 


Ape Malas 
ete) 
SPER EAR DA at 
halite be 

#2 


BI isa aiey 
iste 


Pohias 
Milcgare 


if: 


spell itite 
Ve 

dy 
aa 


ae, ‘jai 
Mea tn 68 


Ri lopalorinyy ie 4 
rer rest SUID ee : 
SEE ferent Ate “ay 
rene. 
Siesta reabals 
Ciinere “ 
ny Sirestantatcls r 
yon nile Nea er A nbs 52 
BP om see anncen 
hy Paine 
OA I oak pea at 


igi ene bane 
Weise That gs 


A 

Pabeitice 
Talus 

iol at 4 


I) 
un bate Sm 
4! ti 
i pyeseaccaaDs 
Kar sr eda Eabl 
uae dee Leche 
Sad Ah 
Mee WL 4, 
ae fst nt 
CA His 
WN adal doe rere 
AN AON AG 
ea 
ool 


% eis 
i 


peneie 


pes 
ees 


yA ah 


(ane ¢5 
t 


iaaieee ey bi 


eis a pL y 
lea Bs et Y 


seve 


ea 
hay hi 


a oe 
hs 
Menor 

aa Tas 

6620) Sich 

Gs Mi rey ince 

Cp haaiia Teed 

ig berintond aye 

p 


ghar 
Ge iad 


ae 


enele 
Wests 
a ch 


mace 


Eee. 


i 
vate 


LAG alates: 
Pieehts 
misaiaess 


Jeph 
tae 


hs aes 
fs igs 


{aed ak, 
ae 


i Bike i 
nS 


agiets 
ia 
eee gist 
re 
ae oii 
5 aay ri’ 


ua 
ops ay: 


Say ait 


i, ay i es 


ad ay as 
atl ‘4 


ph 
iA eae e 4 ? 
RGA at ae hd, 

Lites oH) 


biapenar ne Tay 
oe 
heh 


el ack 


Ste peer Pe. 


aie 
(ences 


fa aie 
a a 
leks 


anh sghak ae 


Kv 


eC 
Niet 
a 


Sod Dave 
pee ener, Hin 
Nica out of h 


na 


hie ne 


hy 


eas 


eae aks 
Naina AN 


Mi ipee 
i oe SY 


ly 
m tt pray as 
eA ia oe aii 


si 


ie 
ay 
a 


Math 


eyeing 


aun 
bn ae 
wapatis if set i 


ey 
ih ital ek 


it hon nian 4 AMG us 
AES Hien 

Lnireseeiel) 1 
ms va ah 


my 

iran 
eames 3 
Boones 


tule Sar 


4s 


#1 
‘3 sie te 
fel iidcai: 


ee Ng 


ai Mi) 
142i peel 4 


aural 


es 


ynae 
ine Zaish 
Aue ere 

whee eae 


Hs 


fi Weatay 
ORE RY 


as 
Seis 


fede 


Gril oo 


Meidiaat san seee yy 


sae 


Fadauatea yaa 


PPT EUE NEN 
Saath i 
WEST ype i 
bi raueneerr ro! 
* 


fal 


kG ai achat) AL 
Ate WR) 4 
Prieers 


Montes 
+ 


mise dete 


Hela dads ncaa 

RE ie 
WOOP ITER Cert t 
pone bene! Nad yo 


Aaabiats 
RE SY ARAL SG ay oh 


TM nbs aca arta 


ava 


Pattee 


vA 


2) Mire 


petrag eae 
Neh pyar Oe 
bobo seuyriea. 
Apia 
bic toidurcsees 
ate 
Pere 


estan te 
i : 


5 
iif ie Flint “4 


f\ ta Se 


Me 
eect Ways 


Verna ed aint atey 
RIM 

Tey paLoe ag 
ee 


Prey HDT eT eee: 


ci Naar isa 





ees 


ts Meh pope 
ae 
: ny tees ahs ati 
eee: Hee a 


yet ned 


ig 
ieee 

eee bhp 
La 
a 


SUCHEN 
ses it 


pia, 


BRS oH é 
Vineet ; 
spinaheeae as 
i(aiacas oe f 
wane ny A i ages 
ig & s 
sista aati 
y 
) GANT LN Gd ner Mi 
AN ad 
Oe vain ised egg 
Tare ANE aes’ oie 
ae eel 


SORE A 
irate? elias 
a aries 

stig acd 


AN) OH px 


ne 


i 
ole ical 4 A 


aated 


Iai aay a if 
ATA eS aNd 5% 
Tee eMe ay ure 


ist 
Waa te 
i a ies 


regi? 
praca ae “ 
Koiapanet ef et ig BRB 
‘3 Maeght ty phy PIs / OF 
1 Nekeeauati eal 
aie 
culpa Ria 
fate bi il 


“4 Brita 


OAC He bien ba 
Peay Cate he 
thas aguas 29 5 


aa ae’ ehihe ze 
Srkin moetetie + 
Doh hat ae te 


ey, 


228) 


it Bo 


peers a 
Sree 
gl espe 


re Sys 


Tia aa a tL AY 


ODM sractit 
1 ad Me AY 





HANDBOUND 
AT THE 
ak, 


UNIVERSITY OF | 





TORONTO PRESS 


oat - 
? , ; ban ee! 7 AD 


“i 





Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2022 with funding from 
University of Toronto 


https://archive.org/details/31 761114688252 


ONTARIO 





MONTHLY REPORT OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


FOR THE MONTH OF JANUARY, 1961 


HD 

1 e109 
15 6] 
Jam- Har. 


KAB RAR PY 
oct 14 1365 a. 


Gy, 
WY SERSITY 0 of 1e 


( 


1014499 


TABLE OF CONTENTS - JANUARY 1961 


Page 
STATISTICAL TABLES 
>. Applications Pided with the Board 347 
2. Hearings and Continuation of Hearings 
in cases before the Board 347 
oy Applications Disposed of by the Board 
by Major Types | 348 
4, Applications Disposed of by the Board 
by Types and by Disposition 349 
5. Representation Votes in Certification 
Applications Disposed of by the Board 354 
6, Representation Votes in Termination 
Applications Disposed of by the Board 555 


CASE LISTINGS OF APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE BOARD 
Le (AOD LIcations Tor Certiracetion 





1) Bargaining Agents Certified 356 
2 Applications Dismissed 370 
3 Applications Withdrawn ary 
©. Applications Lor Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 378 
3. Other Applications 380 


INDEX OF SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS 


Certification 
382-60-R Konvoy Construction Company Limited 359 
18570-59 Du Pont of Canada Limited 360 
217-60-R Lily Cups Limited 370 
305-60-R M. Sullivan and Son Limited 372 
Determination Under Section 79 
436-60-M Robert Young (Hamilton) 380 


Special Endorsement in Conciliation Services 


194-60-C Central Chevrolet Oldsmobile 
(London) 385 


‘ ey a WR 





aa ae a ne? 
sue 
4 2 ; “ i Te _ a 

brie oat ys ies ee er: 
ere tg teogatG yd bas ‘BS 

cs Naedeykeian nt aegov doltedeenerqah 2° | out ae 
$2 preod sat yo Ts, pert? aro Leesa biaga ais. 3 

| = 


phe ene 4 6909 noitedaeavtgeh 3 
ect fisod edt yu 1a Basogetd anotsaoki@as 


BAO as Ya MO aagoqeid BHOLTADLIFIA 80 e0nITeEI IZA9 ; mole 


not ftaeltrsys. act enoltmsetiqdA- 1 we 
" 7 
ort pstiedia® wish sitinicomd , if i 
Ove hbsesimeltl sro jenbLacs g “a 
Tic a rwe'rbrig!* 270t {Ro LI QQA t - 
unlinetin st akteibeed 407% enoldeoliqga eB 254 : 
STE aidein griniegysd 
OBE : | . anctasoklads sung0  .¢ | 
~oueyeRoGMa DAIOaIS BG LRGMI 
gorse btw). : 
ect  boesimit YASGMOD Mts ‘oumvenod yovtod A-00-54: 
O3f pegimel sosany. 29 gaea od ., @¢-OVeoL 
Ove bagtmid pad) yltd A-00~1 bs | 
sve pydlmet noc -te waviitue <* fi -00~202 
“yy ttals ost “obnl sottaniornedat: ‘ 
OB (noaeinen) Saale’ stecon M-00-0L¥ 
asotve se aobtsiinend) et jreesetobnd [éiosge 7 
: sLidomehl> tahcguadiy, Lenina? 9-06-"@t 
OBE i nokted) - : | 





PART ONE 


STATISTICAL TABLES 


a i , 7 uy - 
Roce Dal 
ine t 






lye 
| abe ve 
ne AO a, ie 


a 
7 
7 
2&6 


pai 
ie? 
Py 


yee iy Qu 
TABLE I 


APPLICATIONS FILED WITH THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 





Number of Appl'ns Filed 





Type of Application January lst 10 months of fiscal year 
"61 O-O1 59-600 
Teimcertir ication 56 600 640 
Il, Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights fe) 45 re 
Ifill. Declaration of Successor 
Status - 5 6 
IV. Conciliation Services 103 876 975 


V. Determination under 
section 79 of Act 1 8 6 


View Gonsent Go, Bariy 
Termination of Agreement - - = 


Vib, Declaration «that 


Strixe Unlawful - eel en 

Viti, Declaration. that 
Lockout Unlawful - Es a 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 6 82 70 
XA. Miscellaneous A 2 1 


xis Comoiaint.of Unfair 
Practice in Employ- 
ment (Section 65 19 36 - 














TOTAL: 192 1677 1794 
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TABLE II 
HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 








Number 
January ist 10 months of fiscal year 
Apu. 0-61 29-60 


Hearings and continuation of 
Hearings by the Board 66 718 950 
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TABLE IIT 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY MAJOR TYPES 


Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 





Type of Application January (Lat lO months jolt Tiscal year 
rol 0-61 59-50 

Certification 48 641 628 
Declaration Terminating 

Bargaining Rights 4 48 TO% 
Declaration of Successor 

Status* - 9 i 
Conciliationi:Services 96 865 LOL 


Determination under 








Section (9. of Act 1 8 7 
Consent to Early 

Termination of Agreement - 1 ~ 
Declaration that Strike 

Unlawful - 26 25 
Declaration that Lockout 

Unlawful ~ 1 4 
Consent to Prosecute 5 83 84 
Miscellaneous - 1 a 
Complaint of Unfair 

Practice in Employ- 

ment (Section 65) fe i : 

TOTAL: 159 1696 1837 











*This does not include cases in which the question of 


successor status arises as a collateral issue 
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TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITIONS 





No.Appl'ns Disposed of *Employees 
Disposition Jan. 166 40 mos) tTiscal yredan.lst) 10 mos, tiscali yr 
TOL Ve eBOROL Ge 1 ite OO le Minoan Rome tal) emcee ir nan 


foe Cerritication 











Certified 
CLC Lt 347 358 att 9768 8384 
Other | we pROBS 263 bet Oe} 2614 1214 
Total 29 448 42] 750 12382 9598 
Dismissed 
CiL 10 96 108 482 3820 6882 
Other as era ners! Pica OL g 1443 
Total ay 33 140 605 4O67 8325 
Withdrawn 
CLC 2 Ug 51 65 933 886 
Other es i 16 et kee 300 
Total 2 60 67 65 1074 1186 
TOTAL: 48 641 628 1420 18403 19109 
Certification ih anos 
Applications 


Disposed of 


*These fizures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications for certification were filed with 
the Board Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate 
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- 350 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE 
BOARD (continued) 





Disposition Jan, Let JO mos fiscal vyrvJen wise nO mos. tlecal vr. 
T61 60-61 59-60 r6l 0-61 59-00 
II.Termination 
Bargaining 
Rights 
Terminated 
CLC ~ 20 26 - HUG 789 
Other Be 2 la! mo L227 Ee, 
Total il 25 30 6 BM fe) 828 
Dismissed _ 
Cib2. 1 12 34 tf 4e2 135 
Other...° i es. ee 36 Sie nie 
Total s 15 36 43 476 764 
Withdrawn 
CLO ~ vi 3 462 289 
Other oe ms ar be 2s 104 
Total = 8 4 - A475 a8 
TOTAL: 4 48 10 49 1524 1985 


*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board Totals 
for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate 
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- 351 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
THE BOARD (cont'd) 


Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 


Disposition January lst 10 months of fiscal year 
onl O-61 59-60 


III. Successor Status 


Granted “ fi (; 
Dismissed - 1 uy 
Withdrawn vise i Waal 
Total he ee a 
IV. Conciliation Services* 

Rererred 
CLC 66 627 Te 
Other ef 187 146 
Total vo 814 918 

Dismissed 
CLC 2 Lis 34 
Other te 4 vie 
Total 2 uy oY 

Withdrawn 
CLC 1 Lo De 
Other Wied is) he 
Total 1 34 56 
TOTAL: 96 865 LOLs 


Conciliation Appl'ns 
Disposed of 


*Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 
claiming successor status. 
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- 352 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
THE BOARD (cont'd) 


Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 


Disposition January lst lO months of fiscal year 
r61 60-01 59-00 


Ve. Determination under 
section 79 
Granted - 
Dismissed ab 


Withdrawn 
Total 


lo Je woe 


le |, 


VI. Consent to Early 
Termination of 
Agreement 
Granted ~ id - 


Dismissed - 


Withdrawn ~ Pee 
Total i 
VII. Declaration that 
Strive Unlawful 
Granted - i 
Dismissed - 1 
Withdrawn = 


Total 
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- 353 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
THE BOARD (cont'd) 


Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 


Disposition January lst 10 months ot fiscal year 
owl O-Ol 59-00 





Viti, pecilaratvion that 
Loc out Unlawrul 


Granted - 1 1 
Dismissed - - - 
Withdrawn peek pies tty 
Total he _t » 
rx. Consent to 
Prosecute 
Granted 1 el et 
Dismissed l 3 9 
Withdrawn Ve 59 48 
Total Mae 83 84 
Xx. Miscellaneous* 
Granted - 1 - e 
Dismissed - - yee 
Withdrawn Sita = ae 
Total ile we me 


*See Case Listines Tor -astal ts. 
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- 354 - 
TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 


Disposition January ist lO months of Tiscal year 
T61 O-61 59-60 


(1) 
Certification After Vote 


Ballot Choice 


Yes-No 29 18 


O* 


Choice between 2 
unions 6 37 29 


Other - 1 - 


Total Certified 12 67 47 


Dismissed After Vote | 
Ballot Choice 


yes-No 3 4g 50 


Choice between 2 
Unions 3 12 16 


Other ~ ~ - 


Total Dismissed 


& 
2 
4 
Ov 
OV 


GRAND TOTAL: 


Certification Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 


(1) See Explanatory Notes, April 1960 Report, Page 3. 
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TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


(ie Number of Votes 
Disposition January Jst 10 montns or Fiscal year 
"61 O-61 59-60 


Respondent Union Successful* 


CLC - z 
Other ~ | a 
Total - 5 i 


Respondent Union Unsuccessful 


CLC - s a 
Other - 5 Lf 
Total - Ay en 
GRAND TOTAL: 16 25 


Termination Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 


*In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the appli- 
cant is a group of employees, or the employer; the incumbent 
union is thus the respondent 
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PART TWO 


CASH LISTINGS 
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- 356 - 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING JANUARY 1961 


Bargaining Agents Certified During January 
No Vote Conducted 


207-60-R: International Hod Carriers Building and Common 
Labourers Local 247 of the City of Kingston (Applicant) v. 
Foley Construction Limited (City of Kingston) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent in the 
City of Kingston and within a twenty-five mile radius from 
the city limits of the City of Kingston, save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman." (8 employees in the unit) 


229-60-R: Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons International 
Association of the United States and Canada, Local 117-C 

eee rane: v. Ontario Stress-Crete Limited (Burlington) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Burlington, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office and sales staff." (10 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board has considered the representations 
of the parties with respect to the eligibility 
for membership in the bargaining unit of certain 
employees of the respondent. 


Having regard to the evidence before the 
Board, and to the submissions of the parties, 
including the undertaking of the applicant that 
it was prepared to tale into membership the 
employees affected, tne Board finds that the 
objections of the respondent cannot be sustained. 
While differing in some respects the attention 
of the parties is directed to the John E. Riddell 
and Son Ltd., Case CCH Canadian Labour Law 
Reporter Transfer Binder 1955-59, 16,085." 


236-60-R: The North York Township Staff Association, Local 
Union 373, National Union of Public Employees enema ve 
The Corporation of the Township of North York (swimming 
pools, Township of North York) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its swimming 
pools, save and except aquatic supervisor, persons above the 
rank of aquatic supervisor, persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week, students hired for the 
school vacation period and persons bound by subsisting 
collective agreements." (12 employees in the unit) 





244-60-R: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, (AFL-CIO) (CLC) Local 527 
(Applicant) v. Roger Cayer, Plasterer (Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent 
employed at and working out of Ottawa, save and except non- 
working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman." (11 employees in the unit) 


291-60-R: The National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) 
v. The Corporation of the Township of Bertie (Township of 
Bertie) (Respondent). 








Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed in its 
road and water departments, save and except superintendents, 
persons above the rank of superintendent, and office staff." 
(19 employees in the unit) 


304-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers Local 
796 (Applicant) v. Ross Memorial Hospital (Lindsay) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at Lindsay save and except the chief engineer." 
(5 employees in the unit) 


314-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 93 (Applicant) v. Canadian Vickers 
Limited (Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all millwrights and their apprentices in the employ 
of the respondent at its Wind Tunnel Project at Uplands 
Airport, Ottawa, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(6 employees in the unit) 


326-60-R: Beverage Dispensers Union, Local 757, Port 
Arthur & Fort William, of the Hotel and Restaurant Employees' 

and Bartenders! International Union (A.F. of 
L. - C.1.0.) affiliated with the Canadian Labour Congress, 
Lakehead and District Trades and Labour Council, Ontario 
Provincial Council of Culinary Workers, Bartenders and Hotel 
Service Employees (Applicant) v. Waverley Hotels (Port 
Arthur) Limited (Port Arthur) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all bartenders and waiters in the employ of the 
respondent in its liquor lounge on the mezzanine floor of 
its Shoreline Motor Hotel at Port Arthur, save and except 
the lounge supervisor, persons above the rank of lounge 
supervisor and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week." (3 employees in the unit) 





345-60-R: Local Union 822, National Union of Public Employees 
(Applicant) v. Kenora General Hospital (Kenora) (Respondent) 
v. International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 940 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kenora, save and 
except professional medical staff, graduate nursing staff, 
undergraduate nurses, graduate pharmacists, undergraduate 
pharmacists, graduate dietitians, student dietitians, technical 
personnel, supervisors, persons above the rank of supervisor, 
office staff, persons regularly employed for not more than 

24 hours per week and persons bound by a subsisting 

collective agreement between the respondent and the inter- 
vener dated June 17, 1960." (23 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows; 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the term technical personnel 
comprises physiotherapists, occupational 
therapists, psychologists, electro-encephalo- 
graphists, electrical shock therapists, 
laboratory, TadLologrcal, pathological and 
cardiological technicians." 


354-60-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Weston Bakeries Limited (at its 
Sunbeam Bread Division at Beamsville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Sunbeam Bread 
Division at Beamsville, save end except route foremen, sales 
Supervisors, persons above the rank of route foreman or 

sales supervisor, and office staff." (11 employees in the unit 


361-60-R: Local Union 633, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, AFL-CIO (Applicant) v. 
Caldwell Foods Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, office staff, driver-salesmen and persons regularly 
employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 

(33 employees in the unit) 
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379-60-R: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local 2466 (Applicant) v. M. Sullivan and Son 
Limited (Town of Renfrew) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of the Town of Renfrew | 
save and except non-working foreman." (7 employees in the unit} 


382-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 2480 (Applicant) v. Konvey Construction 
Company Limited (within a radius of twenty miles of the City 
Or Barrie, including ail) the lands under’ the jurisdiction of 
the Department of National Defence Camp Borden, Ontario) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent within a radius of twenty miles 

of the City of Barrie, including all the lands under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of National Defence Camp 
Borden, Ontario, save and except non-working carpenter fore- 
man and persons above the rank of non-working carpenter 
foreman." (2 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Having regard to the decision of this Board 
in Economy Construction Case #15772-58, October 
Monthly Report of The Ontario Labour Relations 
Board, page 17, and the history of collective 
bargaining of the applicant in the Barrie area, 
the Board finds that all carpenters and 
carpenters! apprentices in the employ of the 
respondent within a radius of twenty miles of 
the City of Barrie, including all the lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
National Defence Camp Borden, Ontario, save and 
except non-working carpenter foreman and persons 
above the rank of non-working carpenter foreman," 
393-60-R: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union No. 
647, of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Pet Milk 
Company (Canada) Limited (at the Old Cherry Hill Cheese House 
in Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at the Old Cherry 
Hill Cheese House in Metropolitan Toronto, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office staff." 
(33 employees in the unit) 
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400-60-R: Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric 
Railway and Motor Coach Employees of America (Applicant) v. 
Greater Niagara Transit Commission (City of Niagara Falls 
and Stamford Township) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the City of 
Niagara Falls and Stamford Township, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
students hired for the school vacation period.” 

(19 employees in the unit) 


18,570-59: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
(Applicant) v. Du Pont of Canada Limited (at its Nipissing 
Works in the Township of West Ferris) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Nipissing 
Works in the Township of West Ferris, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, nursing staff, office and 
sales staff and security guards." (140 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the record as follows: 


"There is no suggestion that the documentary 
evidence of membership submitted by the applicant union 
in support of its application is in itself in any way 
defective and a check of the evidence discloses the 
applicant's membership position to be in excess of sixty- 
five per cent of the employees in the bargaining unit 
which, as is set out below, we find to be appropriate in 
this case. The question which in our opinion has to be 
determined at this stage is whether there is evidence 
before us of such a nature that we should, in the exer- 
cise of our discretion under subsection 2 of section 7 
Or Ine Labour Relatiane Act, RVS10, 1950. "¢. 194, ‘direct 
that a representation vote be taken. 


In so far as any documentary evidence that was 
filed with us indicating that any employees opposed the 
application is concerned, whatever overlap there is in 
the material is insufficient in numbers to reduce the 
applicant to a vote position. Indeed, even if all the 
names on the petition over lapped membership cards, the 
applicant union's position would still be not less than 
Slightly under sixty-three per cent. The submission of 
the objectors in this case is that a vote should be 
directed because, they say, but for certain actions on 
the part of an officer of the applicant trade union, 
namely F. Ellieff, they would have been able to obtain 
additional signatures on a document indicating opposi- 
tion to the application in sufficient numbers to reduce 
the applicant to a vote position, 
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On our reading of the evidence, there is nothing 
of a coercive nature in what was said or done by Ellieff 
which would fall within the terms of subsection 1 of 
section 46 of The labour Relations. Act, R.S.0O,. 1950, c. 
194 (now section 52 of R.S.O. 1960, c. 202). ‘Two wit- 
nesses testified that they have been told by their wives 
that they had been subjected to telephone harassment. 

It may be that in a proper case such harassment might 
constitute coercion or intimidation within the meaning 

of the provision just referred to. However, in the 
instant case, the wives were not called as witnesses and 
there was no indication that there was any reason that 
they could not be called. We do not know what was said 
to them or how often they were called. We do not feel 
that weight can be given on such an important issue to 
hearsay evidence of the nature we have before us. Nor 

in our opinion does the delivery of the dead rat, un- 
savoury and revolting though the act undoubtedly is, 
constitute coercion or intimidation. On the evidence it 
appears to us to have been intended by Ellieff and under- 
stood by the person who delivered it and by the recipient 
as a charge of disloyalty on the part of the recipient to 
his fellow employees and not as a threat to the recipient's 
person or employment. Indeed, both the recipient. of the 
rat and his chief associate stated in evidence that the 
delivery of the rat had nothing to do with their desist- 
ime Trom pressing che petition. 


Beyond the incidents set out above, Ellieff un- 
doubtedly resorted to social pressure to induce those who 
Were sponsoring the petition to destroy 1t and to dis- 
continue their efforts to procure signatures on it. We 
do not think that the Board was constituted to act asa 
censor of social pressures. used, either to persuade 
employees to join or not to join a union or to oppose 
or not to oppose a union unless. the pressure is of such 
&@ nature that it places a person's employment in jeopardy 
either directly or by implication. Here there is not the 
Slightest suggestion that EHllieff had power to cause any- 
one to be discharged or that anyone who signed the 
petition would be discharged. Indeed, there was evidence 
before the Board that several of the supporters of the 
petition at one stage, before the petition was destroyed, 
communicated with the plant manager and were assured by 
him that no one would be discharged because of "his 
activity for the union". Reference by Ellieff to the fear 
of possible employer reaction to unionization, a fear the 
existence of which whether rational or irrational is 
recognized by the Act itself as a significant factor in 
cases of this nature, surely cannot be treated as undue 
or improper influence. 
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Before leaving this case, we should like to 
point out that the views expressed by Board Member 
CO. ¢, Young as to the course. which he would follow in 
view of the age of the documentary evidence submitted 
by the applicant union run counter to the Board's 
practice in this regard over many years. We are not 
prepared in this case to alter the principles that 
have been followed by the Board on this score on the 
basis of the evidence before us. 


We find that all employees of the respondent 
at its Nipissing Works in the Township of West Ferris, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, nursing staff, office and sales staff and 
security guards constitute a unit of employees of the 
respondent appropriate for collective bargaining. 


We find further that more than fifty-five per 
cent of the employees in the bargaining unit are 
members of the applicant. Having regard to the con- 
Siderations set out above, we do not find it 
necessary to require the confirmatory evidence of a 
representation vote. 


A certificate will issue to the applicant." 
Board Member C. C. Young dissented and said: 


"T dissent. In all of the circumstances of 
this case, I would not have certified without the 
confirmatory evidence of a@ representation vote. 


Lamenot<satisfried, in the first place, that 
the evidence of membership placed before the Board by 
the applicant union in this case necessarily repre- 
sented the true wishes of the employees in the bargain- 
ing unit at the time of the hearing; and, secondly, 
for reasons which the Boavd itself has adopted in 
other circumstances, I am not prepared to give full 
weight to evidence of membership which is at least 
fifteen months old at the time the case comes up for 
decision. 


So, far as. the first. point, is concerned, it is 
clear from the evidence that, before the first hearing 
in this matter, petitions in opposition to the certi- 
fication of the union were circulated among the 
employees. Three such petitions were in circulation 
and it is clear that eight or ten and perhaps as 
many as sixteen signatures were obtained in the first 
twenty-four hours and that others had indicated their 
desire to sign the petition. 
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The evidence is, however, that news of these petitions 
reacned the ears sol Mry (BliierL, an,organizer: for. the 
applicant union, and that he immediately sought to 
stop their circulation. In this endeavour he was 
Successful, and his methods were, to say the least, 
aqdgrect’: 


Douglas Wattie who circulated one of the 
petitions testifies that Ellieff warned him "not to 
interfere with the other lads", and proceeded to in- 
form inimiphat eit vehe union “didn tvco vin’). the. lads 
campaigning with him (Ellieff) "would be put out by 
management". This latter statement is of considerable 
importance since it was repeated by Ellieff in equally 
categorical terms on a@ variety of occasions to Wattie 
and to Martin, the other petitioner who gave evidence, 
and to groups of other employees, and came to be 
believed by at least some of them and to be a princi- 
palvreason for the action taken, by the petitioners. 

As Wattie testified "I tore up the petition because 
lots of organizers for the union are my friends and I 
wouldn't want them to lose their jobs because of me". 
And Mr. Martin "I agreed with Wattie to stop the 
petition. Why? Because of everything that was happen- 


ing....my friends thought they would lose their jobs 
if the union didn't come in", and later "Ellieff said 
bOo.me. on) the *phone that. jobs would’ ‘be Jost... he 


indicated that if I saw my friends' wives and children 
walking down the street, I would hang my head in shame, 
knowing I had caused them to lose their jobs". 


But this wasinov all. Bllietr arranged, on the 
very day the petition was being circulated, for the 
delivery to Wattie's home of an unmarked shoe box, con- 
taining the butchered body of a dead rat, together with 
a note inscribed "from your fellow workers". For good 
measure Ellieff discussed the rat incident with Martin 
that same day and suggested that Wattie deserved what 
happened to him. 


One further reason impelled Wattie and Martin 
to destroy the petitions. Each of them testified that 
he had returned from work early in the morning follow- 
brig wher rat’ inigident to discover his wife. badly upset, 
claiming to have been annoyed and kept awake by a 
series of anonymous 'phone calls. 
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Now this is not the best evidence that such 
calls were in fact received, and there is no evidence 
that Wattie and Martin knew at that time that the 
witness Jackson had been present when Ellieff made a 
series of such calls the previous night and had 
received an admission from Ellieff that his purpose 
was to harrass and annoy the recipients, but Wattie 
and Martin were nonetheless influenced by their wives 
distress to take the action they did. 


As Wattie and Martin testified, these were the 
reasons which impelled them to cease their efforts to 
gather further signatures and to destroy the petitions 
which already were in existence. Martin summarized 
his reasons as encompassing the rat incident, the 
fears of his friends that they would lose their jobs, 
Ellieff's insistence that these fears would be 
realized if he persisted with the petition, and his 
wife's worry. In his own words "the situation was 
Reo coo. ou 


in their submissions ‘to the Board, counsel for 
the respondent and for the intervening employees 
argued that this evidence, to which there was no reply 
whatever from the applicant, was proof of coercion and 
intimidation, and counsel for the applicant argued 
With equal vigour that no such conclusion was warranted. 


While I agree with the affirmative submissions 
om Unis point, 1° cannot agree cnat a contrary "‘con- 
clusion on this narrow point necessarily disposes of 
the matter. The real issue before the Board is the 
weight to be given to the evidence of membership sub- 
mitted by the union the Board must be 
satisfied that more than 55% of the employees in the 
unit are members of the trade union before it can 
Cercuily wWitnout a Vote es ere Vind er sGrieine 
not, in the strictest sense, constitute coercion and 
intimidation, there can be no question as I read the 
evidence that it did constitute the use of undue and 
improper influence, Ellieff's repeated assertion that 
the company would fire all those who campaigned for 
the union 1f ‘the union did) nov get in, was thoroughly 
improp2r, even defamatory; but so insistently did he 
advance it that it came to be believed and to be a 
principal reason for the decision of the petitioners. 
Add to this the butchered rat and its accompanying note 
and we might well agree with Martin that the situation 
was, indeed, just too hot. 
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In the light of my conclusions on the evidence 
I am far from satisfied that the documentary evidence 
of the applicant can be given the weight which my 
COLLCACUGE Nave ZAVen AG. i aminou Sati etied, von ithe 
basis of all the evidence, that more than 55% of the 
employees in the unit are members of the union and I 
am not prepared to agree that it is permissible under 
the terms of The Labour Relations Act to use the means 
Ellieff used here to prevent the wishes of the em- 
ployees coming to the attention of the Board. 


So far as my second point is concerned, my 
views can be simply stated. For many years the Board 
has said that if the documentary evidence of member- 
ship submitted by a union in support of an application 
for .certification is more than six months old at the 
time of filling, and is not supported by any more 
recent expression of interest or support by the em- 
ployees affected, the Board will not give full weight 
to such evidence and grant outright certification, 
but will order that a representation vote be taken. 
Further, if the documentary evidence is more than a 
year old .at..the time of filing 1t willbe given no 
weight and the application will be dismissed. 


Now I recognize that in applying what is, in 
effect, a purely mechanical policy the Board considers 
only the period up to the date of filing, and I 
recognize too, that it would, be unfair, even absurd, 
for me to suggest that any such rigid tests should be 
applied whenever there is a lapse of time between the 
hearing of the case and its disposition by the Board. 
Cases vary greatly in their complexity and it is by no 
means feasible for the Board to dispose of every case 
immediately after the hearing. When, however, as in 
this case, some sixteen months elapse between the date 
of filing and the date of decision, and all the evi- 
dence and argument has been before the Board for over 
fourteen months before the decision is made, I cannot, 
in deciding what weight to give to the evidence of 
membership, ignore the considerations which underly 
the policy I have mentioned or reach any conclusion 
other than that the Board should exercise its dis- 
cretion under Section 7(2) and direct that a repre- 
sentation vote be taken." 


20, 507-60: International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 796 (Applicant) v. The Runnymede Hospital (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at Toronto." 4 employees in the unit) 
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400-60-R: Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric 
Railway and Motor Coach Employees of America (Applicant) v. 
Greater Niagara Transit Commission (City of Niagara Falls 
and Stamford Township) (Respondent). 


Certified Subsequent to Pre-Hearing Vote 


97-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers Local 
796 (Applicant) v. American Optical Company Canada Limited 
(Belleville) (Respondent) v. United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum 
& Plastic Workers of America (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed in the boiler 
room of the respondent at its plant in Belleville, save and 
except chief engineer and persons above the rank of chief 
engineer." (3 employees in the unit) 





On January 13th, 1960, Board Member D.B. Archer said: 


"In my opinion Mr. Ernest Trumble, the 
Chief Engineer, would be included in the usual 
stationary engineers' unit since he stands a 
shift. I would therefore have included him in 
the bargaining unit." 


Number of names on revised voters! list 


Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


231-60-R: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America (AFL-CIO) (CLC) Local 1250 
(Applicant) v. Rayner Construction Limited (Ottawa Queensway 
Project, Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent 
employed at its Ottawa Queensway project at Ottawa, save 
and except non-working foremen, and persons above the rank 
of non-working foreman." (38 employees in the unit) 
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Number of names on revised voters! list 22 
Number of ballots cast 22 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 20 
Number of ballots marked 

against applicant 2 


232-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Gerber Products of Canada, Ltd. (steam plant, 
Niagara Falls) (Respondent) v. International Union of 
Operating Engineers, Local 866 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at its steam plant in Niagara Falls, save and 
except the chief engineer and persons regularly employed 


for not more than 24 hours per week." (5 employees in the unit) 
Number of names on revised voters! list 5 
Number of ballots cast 5 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant a 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener O 


233-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. The McKinnon Industries, Limited (Plant #1, 
St. Catharines and Plant #2, Grantham Township) (Respondent) 
v. International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 866 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and power house helpers 
employed by the respondent in its power houses at the 
respondent's plant #1, St. Catharines, Ontario, and plant #2, 
Grantham Township, Ontario, save and except chief engineers 
and persons above the rank of chief engineer." 

(24 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

eli eipiligy Lear 2e 
Number: of ballots cast 22 
Number of ballots marked in 

Favour of applicant 20 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 2 


255-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 


Applicant) v. Guelph Stove Company Limited (Guelph) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed by the respondent 
in its premises at Guelph, save and except the chief engineer 
and persons above the rank of chief engineer." 

(4 employees in the unit) 
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Number of names on Voters! list 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant O 


Certified Subsequent to Post-Hearing Vote 


7-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. Minesota Mining & Manufacturing of Canada Limited 

(boiler house, London) (Respondent) v. International Union, 
United Automobile, Aircraft and Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America UAW (Intervener) v. International Union of 
Operating Engineers, Local 944 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed in the boiler 
house of the respondent at London.” (5 employees in the unit) 
Number on revised voters! list i) 
Number of ballots cast » 
Number of ballots marked in 
Layour Of applicant 2 


Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener, 
International Union of 
Operating Engineers, Local 944 O 


132-60-R: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) 
(Applicant) v. Key Air Conditioning and Refrigeration 
Limited (Barrie) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Barrie, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office staff." (125 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board notes the agreement of the 
parties to exclude the two janitors, E. Davies 
and R. M. Saunders, from the bargaining unit." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 120 
Number of ballots cast 120 
Number of ballots segregated 

and not counted 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 63 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant BS 
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155-60-R: United Packinghouse, Food and Allied Workers 
(Applicant) v. J.B. Jackson Limited (Dairy Products Division 
Plant, Simcoe) (Respondent). 


Unit #2: "all employees of the respondent at its Dairy 
Products Division Plant at Simcoe, save and except watchmen, 
office staff, drafting and engineering department staffs, 
foremen, and persons above the rank of foreman." 

(49 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

elipibility list 49 
Number of ballots cast 49 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 26 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of J.B. Jackson Limited 

Creamery Employees Association vad; 


19,274-59: Amalgamated Lithographers of America, Local 12 


Applicant) v. Toronto Lithographing Company Limited (Toronto) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all lithographers and their apprentices and helpers 
in the employ of the respondent at Toronto, save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 


foreman." (7 employees in the unit) 
Number of names on revised eligibility list ( 
Number of ballots cast ; v4 
Number of ballots in favour of applicant . 6 
Number of ballots opposed to applicant a 


20,565-60: Northern Electric Office Employee Association 
(Applicant) v. The Northern Electric Company Limited (London 
Works, County of Middlesex) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office and clerical employees of the respondent 
at its London Works in the County of Middlesex, save and 
except section chiefs, persons above the rank of section 
chief, engineers, members of the Personnel Department, 
nurses, one secretary to the works manager and one secretary 
to each person reporting directly to the works manager." 
(114 employees in the unit) 


Numver of names on revised 

eligibility list tee 
Number of ballots cast bbe 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 85 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 27 
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20,611-60: International Union of Operating Engineers 


Applicant) v. McWayne-Walker Limited (St. Catharines) 
earn anny 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of St. Catharines, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(7 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 6 
Number of ballots cast 6 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 2 


20,092-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Hiram Walker & Sons Limited (Walkerville 

power plant) (Respondent) v. International Union of Operating 
Engineers, Local 944 (Intervener). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Por the reasons given in writing, the 
Board finds that this application is timely." 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Walkerville 
power plant, save and except the chief engineer." 
(29 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on eligibility list 29 
Number of ballots cast 29 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant Nbr 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 12 


Applications for Certification Dismissed No Vote Conducted 


85-60-R: National Union of Public Employees, C.L.C. 
Applicant) v. Religious Hospitallers of St. Joseph (Cornwall) 
Respondent ) (228 employees). 


217-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers Local 
796 (Applicant) v. Lily Cups Limited (Toronto) (Respondent) 
v. Printing Specialties «% Paper Products Union. Local 466 
(Intervener). (6 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"The applicant seeks a bargaining unit 
comprising stationary engineers and helpers, Counsel 
for the intervening union, the incumbent, submits that 
the bargaining unit proposed by the applicant is in- 
appropriate by reason of the bargaining history in 
Lose Giant. “THis nistory is as Tolklows: tne inter- 
vener was certified by this Board on March 24, 1953, 
following a representation vote, as bargaining agent 
for a unit consisting of all employees of the res- 
pondent with exceptions not here material. The 
stationary engineers were included:in this ibargaining 
unit. The stationary engineers have also been in- 
cluded in the bargaining unit covered by the several 
collective agreements entered into by the respondent 
and the intervening union since the date of certifi- 
cation. The present agreement contains provisions 
dealing expressly with the hours of work and wage 
rates of stationary engineers, 


Counsel for the respondent company in- 
formed the Board that the company, having ‘considered 
LtUs position’, desire ‘to take axneutral position’, 
Nevertheless, he said, the company ‘subscribed in 
principle' to what had been said by counsel for the 
intervener. The representative of the applicant made 
no representations whatsoever as to the appropriate- 
ness of the bargaining unit ‘despite an invitation 
from the Board to made submissions in that regard. 


The Board” is OLr°opinion, ‘in view or the 
facts set out above and the recent amendment to sub- 
section 2 of section 6 of The Labour Relations Act, 
that the unit proposed by the applicant is inappro- 
priate in the circumstances of this case. The appli- 
cation is accordingly dismissed." 


253-60-R: National Union of Public Service Employees 
(Applicant) v. South Peel Foard of Education (Janitorial 
and Maintenance Staff) (Respondent). (63 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the respondent is 
@ municipality as defined in the Department of 
Municipal Affairs Act and that it has declared 
under section 78 of The Labour Relations Act, 
R.S.O. 1950, c. 194 (now section 89 of The Labour 
Relations Act, R.S.O. 1960, c. 202) that The 
Labour Relations Act shall not apply to it in its 
relations with its employees or any of them. In 
view of the action of the respondent in making 
such a declaration, 
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the Board has no jurisdiction to process 
this application further and the proceeding 
is accordingly terminated. 


The attention of the applicant is drawn 
to the fact that the only copy of Form 9 
filed by the applicant in support of its 
application did not relate to the documantary 
evidence of membership in the applicant which 
was properly before the Board. 


The attention of the applicant is further 
drawn to the decision in the Spicknell Transport 
Limited, London Case, File No. 73-00-R. 


292-60-R: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Export Packers Co. Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 

(16 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Application dismissed by reason of the non- 
appearance of the applicant at the hearing held 
by the Board in the matter." 


305-60-R: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local 2466 (Applicant) v. M. Sullivan & Son Ltd. 
(District of the Town of Renfrew, Townships of Horton and 
Admaston in the County of Renfrew) (Respondent). 

(7 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows; 


"In accordance with section 2 of the Rules 
of Procedure, the Registrar, as directed by the 
Board, fixed December 30, 1960, as the terminal 
date for this application and, in accordance with 
subsection 1 of section 4 of the Rules, served 
the applicant with a notice of the fixing of the 
terminal date in Form 2 by registered mail on 
December 21, 1960, addressed to the applicant at 
its address for service referred to in the appli- 
cation. The applicant filed its documentary 
evidence of membership by registered mail on 
December 31, 1960, the day following the terminal 
date. 
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Under clause (b) of subsection 1 of section 
50 of the Rules, evidence of membership in 
@ trade union shall not be accepted by the 
Board on an application for certification 
unless the evidence is filed not later than 
the terminal date for the application. 
(Under subsection 1 of section 52 of the 
Rules the filing is deemed to be made (a) 
at the time a document is received by the 
Board or (b) at the time it is mailed by 
registered mail addressed to the Board). 

In making this Rule the Board was exer- 
cising the power conferred upon it by 
clause (i) of subsection 2 of section 67 
Cet een eo kOe TOO Oe ai re) baie, 
The Labour Relations Act. In the circum- 
stances the Board refused to accept the 
evidence of membership filed by the appli- 
cant, and the Registrar returned it to the 
applicant on January 3, 1961. 


Since there is no evidence of membership 
in the applicant properly filed with the 
Board, the application is accordingly 
dismissed." 


325-60-R: Beverage Dispensers Union, Local 757, Port 
Arthur & Fort William, of the Hotel and Restaurant 
Employees! and Bartenders! International Union (A.F. of L. - 
C.1.0.) affiliated with the Canadian Labour Congress, 
Lakehead and District Trades and Labour Council, Ontario 
Provincial Council of Culinary Workers, Bartenders and 
Hotel Service Employees (Applicant) v. Royal Edward Hotel 
(Fort William Hotels Ltd.) (Fort William) (Respondent). 


Unit: "the employees in the liquor lounge of the 
respondent at the Royal Edward Hotel in Fort William, save 
and except persons regularly employed for not more than 

24 hours per week." (7 employees in the unit) 


334-60-R: Independent Union of Watercraft (Applicant) v. 
Watercraft Industries Limited (Peterborough plant) 
(Respondent ) (84 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant having failed to file 
evidence of membership in the applicant in 
accordance with the provisions of section 
50 (1) of the Board's Rules of Procedure, 
the application is therefore dismissed." 
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340-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Anglin-Norcross (Ontario) Ltd. (Counties 
of Kent, Huron and Perth) (Respondent). (13 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For reasons given orally at the 
hearing the application is dismissed." 


18,942-59: Fuel & Ice Drivers, Yardmen and Helpers, Local 
Union 352, affiliated with the International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Hilimers Fuel Oil Division of Scotch Anthracite 
Coal Company Limited (Oakville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Oakville, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
and sales staff." (7 employees in the unit) 


On June 28th, 1960, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that burner service mechanics are 
included in the bargaining unit.” 


On January 17, 1961 the Board further endorsed the Record as 
follows: 


Nike Although the applicant has requested 
leave to withdraw its application herein, 
the Board following its usual practice in 
such cases, dismisses the application. 


ae The attention of the parties is drawn 
to the Mathias Ouellette Case (1955) C.C.H. 
Canadian Labour Law Reporter, Transfer 
Binder 1955-59 16026, C.L.S. 76-485." 


19,024-60: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2995 
of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, 
A.F.L. - C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Manitou Trucking Company (woods 
operations, Townships of Dale, Newton, Frater and Gappel and 
the townships immediately adjacent thereto) (Respondent). 


On August 17, 1961, the Board (Board Members G. Russell Harvey 
and Edmund Boyer dissenting) directed that a representation 
vote be taken among the employees of the respondent in the 
following bargaining unit: 
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"all employees of the respondent engaged 

in the woods operations in the Townships of 

Dale, Newton, Frater and Cappel and the 

townships immediately adjacent thereto, save 

and except foremen, persons above the rank 

of foreman, scalers and tallymen." (70 employees 

in the unit). 
On January 12, 1961, the Board further endorsed the Record 
in part as Toliows: 


"Having regard to the fact that the 
respondent company is no longer in existence 
these proceedings are terminated." 


20,470-60: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 
Joiners of America, Local 1669 (Applicant) v. E. Aboline 
Construction Co. (Dryden) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Dryden, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foremen." (7 employees in the unit). 
Applications for Certification Dismissed Subsequent to 


Pre-hearins Vote 





168-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Beardmore & Co. Limited (Acton) (Respondent) 

i) view Nacional 
Union of Operating Engineers of Canada, Local 14922, 
District 50, United Mine Workers of America, formerly, 
National Union of Operating Engineers of Canada, Local 851, 
United Construction Workers, U.M.W.A. (Intervener). 


Voting Constituency: "all operating engineers and helpers 
regularly employed in the boiler and engine rooms of the 
respondent at Acton, save and except the chief operating 


engineer." (9 employees in the constituency). 
Number of names on revised voters! list 9 
Number of ballots cast 9 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant | 4 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener 5 


230-60-R: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers (Applicant ) v. Cronkwright Transport Limited (Simcoe, 
Hamilton and Brantford depots) (Respondent). 






fr f rr 7 i 
i i 
i i 
ae eo 
i icc hid a 
" a 
W a | 
~ PESTYY ) 
alpen misetediod Bil a Mea nd 
ee a “gn ‘ be. ; er: eva: Bo ee 1, 
Ge selenk fh iw , 


CAR nm a1 OD © 19% vr 2 
; Pp). 1 sa dee a) jy a a 4 ae, ies vin or ny 


Y en ~ " on | je ved 
oy ; is fat aa an - 
i vi Ky ae lin 


ott are emis ors te edt. 109-078.05) ) 
> 0 A’ * (LEoOT Oo ® Y LE S° Ae 
uten mn Coupes) “a n\ Se sat yak . vy Dy 
ea ; ¥ 
stid) "to, AL SD eg reer bo bas puutasqass coe at 


fie svse\ nebend to tuo toy Haw 1s hoyolgaw 3 
to. nent std eVeds sndeteq baa aaitieto 2 gn fitrow- nea Jqeoxa, ; 
(oa acy at eavy od dime tT)“ etnstoe AMierow HOM: | 

pis Theaupseunye ‘bojae ta 20 bm RO not two tts so), 20's bid ry 


aso switvesniwond .° 





aieoothng gatd erento ytiotat netbaciad ant  1H=Od-Bos, 

(Snehinoqaek) (ap954) badlenl O08 Amn Se) .e (dnbel aq ; 
Lenoivat .v 

SSQEL  fB90L steered) 20. neti: wtona antvartyo to noinv 

Eira  potneoih to. (etal amiM boy Law yoltusalg 

£28 ikseT | sbéasd. 1p aigadigot arigessed to Hote Lenotia 

Arenotisind) At MU aiextow nolvauayenod bottad 


eseqiod bas eteeninas ahd ons rat } vp Re Seen | 
oy, 260, emog antand Dns ej ay at Roane ate 
gnivsieyo Whi etl) Iqen7s dis oVee 079A. ig ‘abelian 
.(yonend Lrangy ore’ nt saengt Lams &) anaes 


@ ‘yetl tenesey Heelvet oo coltee To: Adel 

Q geso HIGLizd Yo “teqnus 

sai iat bennin ure tiad Foo éiimul 

“ Jassiiquas to wwovel 

ft Henan etolia’ io todmh * 

Bes 6h he. Tanevsastet Ly rests 7 
feaokrarteiol ,OTO Lacat evevied atoudt Lesieasp | c-0e-08S 
toh ditt 3 ee SM Freel ea AE ion 
Boon be Sd no" i ¥ ne } 


ee ee a ee ee 





Sh saaimaoa (asouob bao 


i nl . , - i VS 1" 


‘ > ' ¥ 7 , ) ’ a 
i i - ’ eet y 2 ht eal Lil tae 


-~ 376 - 


Voting Constituency: "all employees of the respondent at its 
simcoe, Hamilton, and Brantford Depots, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, sales staff, 
and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week." (43 employees in the constituency). 


Number of names on revised voters! list 36 
Number of ballots cast 36 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant , 14 
Number of ballots marked 

against applicant fife 


242-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
Vv. Powell and Growers Limited (St. Catharines) (Respondent) v. 
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 866 
(Intervener). 
Voting Constituency: 

all powerhouse employees of the respondent at St. 
Catharines." (5 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

Slee bLicoyyioat > 
Number ot ballots cast 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour ‘of applicant o 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 3 


Applicavtions for Certification Dismissed Subsequent to Post- 
Hearing Vote 


238-60-R: Fuel, Bus, Limousine, Petroleum Drivers and Allied 
Employees Local Union No. 352, affiliated with the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
of America (Applicant) v. Rosen Fuels Limited (Kingston) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kingston, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff, and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 


hours per week." (10 employees in the unit). 
Number of names on eligibility list vf 
Number of ballots cast fi 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant ©) 


Number of ballots marked 
against applicant fe 
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20,289-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. A.M. Schiffer (Toronto) (Respondent) v. 
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 796 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at the Balfour Building, 119 Spadina Avenue, Toronto. 
(2 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on eligibility list 2 
Number of ballots cast 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 0 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 2 


20, 383-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2995 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America, 
A.F.L. - C.1.0. (Applicant) v. George Skidmore (bush 
operations, Township of Kennedy, District of Cochrane) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its bush operations 
in the Township of Kennedy and District of Cochrane, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank if foreman, office staff, 
scalers and tallymen." (9 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligiolliicty list 9 
Number of ballots cast 9 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant O 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 9 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING JANUARY, 1961. 


12,834-57: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local Union #446 (Applicant) v. Great Lakes Power 
Company Ltd. (district of Algoma, adjacent to the Montreal 
River Township #28, Range Xv, and Home Township) (Respondent). 
(21 employees). 


12,849-57: Local 2537 Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Gauvreau and Gauthier (Adjacent to the Montreal 
River, Township 28, Range XV and Home Township, in the 
District of Algoma) (Respondent). (44 employees). 
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APPLICATIONS FOR TERMINATION OF BARGAINING RIGHTS DISPOSED OF 
DURING JANUARY, 1961. 


201-60-R: Kingston Terminal Restaurant Ltd. (Kingston) 
Applicant) v. District 50 United Mine Workers of America 
aa (Dismissed) (6 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"This is an application for a declaration 
terminating bargaining rights under subsection 
Pot teeetion Es i now 8. S)00 O60. ce. wend) es: 
45 (2) of The Labour Relations Act) The appli- 
cant claims that it gave notice to the respon- 
dent in accordance with the terms of the col- 
lective agreement between the parties and that 
the respondent failed to commence to bargain 
within sixty days from the giving of the 
notice. While the applicant was represented 
by counsel at the hearing and made certain 
representations, no evidence was adduced to 
establish the facts which are material to an 
application under subsection 2 of section 43. 
The application is accordingly dismissed but 
without prejudice to the right to file a new 
application." 


327-60-R: Lakeshore Bakery Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) 
Applicant) v. Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Union Local 
47, of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen & Helpers of America (Respondent) (Granted) 
(S employees). 


(Re: Lakeshore Bakery Limited, 
New Toronto, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed tne Record as follows: 


"Since October 20, 1960, no bargaining has 
taken place between the applicant company and 
respondent union. The present application was 
filed December 23, 1960 and the respondent, 
having been duly notified of the application, 

did not make any reply or appear at the hear- 
ing. The notice of the application was duly 
posted on the premises of the employer and no 
objection was received from any of the employ- 
ees. In all the circumstances of this case, 

the Board is of opinion that the application 
should be granted and therefore declares that 

the respondent no longer represents the employees 
of Lakeshore Bakery Limited for whom it has here- 
tofore been the bargaining agent." 
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383-60-R: George Little, 2297 Gerrard St. East, Toronto, Ont. 
(Applicant) v. General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen & Helpers of America (Respondent). 
(Dismissed). 


384-60-R: Stewart H. Ainsworth, 58 Dagmar Avenue, Toronto 8, 
Ontario (Applicant) v. General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Respondent). 
(Dismissed). 


385-60-R: Harry Broady, 1094 Warden Avenue, Toronto 13, 
Ontario, (Applicant) v. General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Respondent). 
(Dismissed). 


386-60-R: Alex Marshall, 77 Caroline Avenue, Toronto 8, 
Ontario (Applicant) v. General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Respondent). 
(Dismissed). 





(4 employees involved in above applications). 


(Re: London Forwarders Ltd., 
Toronto). 


The above matters were consolidated. 
The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board finds that a collective 
agreement was entered into between the res- 
pondent and London Forwarders Ltd. on the 
first day of July 1959, which agreement in- 
eluded the appiicants in the bargaining unit. 
The collective agreement provides, inter alia, 
thay it. shall remain in Tull force: and effect 
until September 30, 1961. The application is 
therefore untimely in accordance with the 
provisions of section 43 (2) (b) of The 
Labour Relations Act. 


The application is therefore dismissed." 
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19,883-60: Keith Buchanan, Stuart Elliott, Melville Kirkham, 
Arthur Morris, Gordon A. Parks, Cecil Popplewell, Earle H. 
Rodger (Applicants) v. Local 1988 of the United Brotherhood 
of Carpenters and Joiners of America (R. T. Parks & Son 
Limited, Perth) (Respondent). (Dismissed). (7 employees). 


(Re: R. T. Parks & Son Limited, 
{3 Wilson Street West, 
Perth, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The respondent union was certified as 
bargaining agent for the employees of a firm 
WNIOWN 26 hi Ty) Parke. ands Som, om August155/ 1955. 

No collective agreement was entered into between 
the respondent union and that firm. The employer 
of the employees on whose behalf the instant 
application for a declaration terminating bargain- 
ing rignts, nas peenviited 28) not. the firm of. R.T. 
Parks and Son but a different legal entity, 
namely, R. T. Parks & Son Limited which was incor- 
porated in 1957. Since the respondent union is 
not the bargaining agent of the employees of R. T. 
Parks & Son Limited, it does not represent the 
employees of that corporation for the purposes of 
the Act. The Board therefore has no jurisdiction 
to make a declaration under section 41 (1) of 

The Labour Relations Act, R.S.O. 1950, c. 194 

(now section 43 (1) of The Labour Relations Act, 
R.S.0. 1960, c. 202). The application is accord- 
ingly dismissed." 


APPLICATION FOR DETERMINATION UNDER SECTION 79 DISPOSED OF 
DURING JANUARY, 1961. 


435-60-M: United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices 
of the Plumbing and Pipe Fitt/ng Industry of the United 
States and Canada Local Union 67 (Applicant) v. Robert Young 
(Hamilton) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices 
of the Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry of the 
United States and Canada Local Union 67, Hamilton 
(hereinafter referred to as Local 67) has requested 
the Board for a ruling under subsection 2 of section 
68 (now R.S.O. 1960, c. 202, s 79 (2)) of The Labour 
Relations Act. 
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In support of its request, Local 67 has submitted 
the following information: 


There is a collective agreement between Local 
67 and an entity which it refers to as "the 
Employers! Association" effective as of July 11, 
1960. In the negotiations leading up to this 
agreement, the name of one, Robert Young, 
appeared on the list of employers on whose behalf 
the Association was bargaining and Robert Young 
took an active part in the early stages of the 
negotiations and also attended a meeting of the 
"Conference Board" in November last. Local 67 
has received no notification either from the 
Association or from Mr. Young that the latter's 
relationship with the Association had been 
terminated. Two members of Local 67 who had been 
in the employ of Robert Young ceased to pay their 
dues as of May, 1960 and were suspended by Local 
67 in August, 1960 for non-payment of dues. The 
agreement between the Association and Local 67 
contains a "union shop" clause and it appears 
that the employer refuses to enforce this clause 
on the ground that "partnership eliminates the 
necessity for union membership". It has come to 
the attention of the union that a company was 
incorporated on May 26, 1960 under the name of 
Robert Young & Son Limited and that the two sus- 
pended members had "bought into the present 
company". Local 67 states that both men are 
"the only journeymen in the shop". 


From the above information submitted by the 
union, the issue would appear to be whether the 
employer, whoever he or it may be, is violating 
the union security clause in the collective agree- 
ment with the Employers' Association. 


If, as Local 67 suggests, there is a collec- 
tive agreement which 1s binding upon the two sus- 
pended members of Local 67, the issue referred to 
would appear to be a matter for which relief 
should be sought under the arbitration provision 
of that agreement. Under these circumstances, 
the Board is of the opinion that the question 
raised by Local 67 is not one with which the 
Board should deal under subsection 2 of section 
68 of The Labour Relations Act. 
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If, on the other hand, there is no collec- 
tive agreement binding upon the two suspended 
members of Local 67, it follows that no ques- 
tion has arisen "during the period of opera- 
tion of a collective agreement" as to whether 
these persons are employees within the mean- 
ing of suosection 2 of section 68 of The 
Labour Relations Act and the matter is not 
properly before the Board. Any conclusion 
reached by the Board with respect to the status 
of these persons would, as a result, be of an 
academic nature. Moreover, it is not the 
policy of the Board to give advisory opinions. 


In view of all the circumstances, the Board 
is of opinion that Local 67 has not made out a 
prima facie case for the remedy requested. The 
application is accordingly dismissed. 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 
JANUARY, 1961. - 


300-60-U: Edward Daivd Hurst (Applicant) v. Century 
Engineering Company Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). ( granted ). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board consents to the institution 
of a prosecution of the respondent for 
Failure to comply with the provisions of 
Section. 1) ofthe Labour Relations ‘Acvik. 
S.0. 1950 c. 194 as amended (now section 
bets Myo Oy OOO. Gi ewe ey 


20,326-60: Schwenger Construction Limited (Tillsonburg 
Sewage Treatment Plant project, Tillsonburg) (Applicant) v. 

Ba iaurdie. Fa Pedoruk.. Me oiunroes (As Vireo le nGoCea, Po Darr: 
A. Visene, M. Detenshen, F. Eszges, N. Mills, J. Kimberley, 

C. Halliday (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20, 327-60: Schwenger Construction Limited (Tillsonburg 
Sewage Treatment Plant, Tillsonburg) (Applicant) v. United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, A.F.L., 
C.I.0. C.L.C. (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20,665-60: Local 3189, United Brotherhood of Carpenters & 
Joiners of America (Applicant) v. Superior Box Company Limited 
(Kitchener) (Respondent). (Dismissed). 
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The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given in writing 
this application is dismissed." 


Board Member G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"For the reasons given in writing I 
dissent. I would have granted leave." 


20,599-60: Local 1817, United Steelworkers of America 


Cen v. Fittings Limited (Oshawa) (Respondent ) 


Withdrawn 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 65 (UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICE) 


DISPOSED OF DURING JANUARY, 1961. 


270-60-U: National Union of Public Employees (Complainant) 
v. City Parking Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 


403-60-U: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen & Helpers 

Union Local 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chaufreurs, Warehousemen & Helpers of America 
Complainant) v. Husband Transport Limited (London, Ontario) 
Respondent). 


409-60-U: Upholsterer's International Union of North America, 
through its Local 400 (Complainant) v. The Globe Spring & 
Cushion Company Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 


446-60-U: International Union U.A.W. (Complainant) v. Key 
Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Ltd. (Barrie) (Respondent). 


477-60-U: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen & Helpers Union, 
Local 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood of Teamstei 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen & Helpers of America (Complainant) v. 
Thames Valley Ambulance Limited (London) (Respondent). 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 

47-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 

America, Local Union #1450 (Applicant) v. Charles Huffman Ltd. 

(Peterborough) (Respondent). 


On January 12th, 1961 the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 
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ri The Board has considered the submissions 
contained in the letter from the solicitors for 
the respondents dated January 3, 1961. The 
Board took all these submissions into consider- 
ation when arriving at its decision of December 
235) 2000", 


a As the said letter contains no new sub- 

missions or suggests no new evidence the Board 

finds that in all the circumstances it does not 
consider it advisable to reconsider or vary its 
decision of December 23, 1960. 


oe The request that the Board reconsider its 
decision of December 23, 1960 is therefore 
denied." 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION CASES DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 


19,798-60: Sheet Metal Workers! International Association 
Local Union 47 (Applicant) v. H.G. Francis & Sons Limited 
(Ottawa & Vicinity) (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board has considered the applicant's 
letter of January 9, 1961. This case is one 
arising under The Labour Relations Act as it 
stood prior to the 1960 amendments and the 
1960 amendments to sections 12 and 13 thus 
have no bearing on this case, 


The Board in unable to grant relief under 
section 12, subsection 3 of the Act (as it was 
before October 22, 1960) unless it is satisfied 
that the employer has done certain things as 
set out in that subsection. The Board cannot 
be satisfied on the basis of allegations which 
have not been substantiated by evidence. There 
is no evidence before the Board to support the 
allegations which have been made by the applicant. 


Since the applicant in its letter of January 
Oth makes it clear that it does not intend to 
produce any evidence, the Board has no alternative 
but to deny its request at this time for relief 
under section 12, subsection 3. 
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The Board's direction to meet and bargain 
in good faith was dated August 2 , 1960. No 
bargaining has taken place since that date. 
In all the circumstances, the Board is of the 
opinion that the applicant's request that 
conciliation services be granted must be 
denied, but without prejudice to another 
application being filed, if the applicant is 
able: to meet the requirements of the 
Lepislacion., 


The application is accordingly dismissed." 


194-60-C: The International Union, United Automobile, 
Aircraft and Agricultural Implement Workers of America, 
affiliated to American Federation of Labour and Congress of 
Industrial Organization, Local 27 (Applicant) v. Central 
Chevrolet Oldsmobile Limited (London) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Mhis application for conciliation services 
is based upon a collective agreement between 
the applicant and a company known as Central 
Chevrolet Oldsmobile Limited, the respondent 
named in the application, (hereinafter referred 
to as the old company). It appears to the 
Board, on the material presently before it, 
that a separate company known as Central Chev- 
rolet Oldsmobile (London) Limited, (hereinafter 
referred to as the new company) came into exis- 
tence during the operation of this collective 
agreement, took over that part of the old 
company's business affected by this application, 
and operated it on the same premises. While the 
applicant gave notice to the old company, which 
appears to be a presently subsisting legal 
entity, of its desire to amend the collective 
agreement, all its reoresentations on the pre- 
sent application are in support of a claim that 
the new company had become bound by the terms 
of the agreement referred to above, 


In so':far as the application may be said to 
relate to the new company, the new company disputes 
chat it became bound by the terms of the agreement 
on which the applicant bases its request and, in 
addition,it would appear that notice of desire to 
amend that agreement has not been given by the 
applicant to the new company. 
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In these circumstances, the Board is not 
prepared to amend the name of the respondent 
in the @pplication before it. 


In ali the circumstances of this appli- 
cation, @nd particularly since the applicant 
has not sought to negotiate with the old 
company, the applicationis dismissed." 


1 Eh as 0s i We ey | 
The disposition of application number 120-60-R 
was incorrectly reported in the December 1960 Monthly 
Report of the Ontario Labour Relations Board pps. 324-5, 
The entry should have read as follows:- 


120-60-R: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and 
Construction Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union 
No. 230, of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Heeesareert v. Ottawa Pre-Mixed Concrete Limited (Ottawa) 
Respondent) v. Canadian Construction Workers! Union, 
Division No. 1(N.C.C.L.) (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Ottawa, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office and sales staff and quality and customer control 
employees." (68 employees in the unit). 





Number on revised voters! list 68 
Number of ballots cast 68 
Number of spoiled ballots 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 58 


Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener 9 
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PART ONE 
STATISTICAL TABLES 
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TABLE I 
APPLICATIONS FILED WITH THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


Number of Applications Filed 





Type of Application pepe Uehy a Sy ee Wa none of reece year 
Tol O-o1 9-60 
Be Cervit cation 58 658 699 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights LO BS YW 
Bit, Declaration of. Successor | 
Status - 5 7 
IV. Conciliation Services 84 960 1085 


Ve. Determination under 
Section 79 of Act - 8 6 


Vis Consent to Barly 
Termination of Agreement 1 A ~ 


il. Declaration that 


Strike Unlawful 2 2 23 

Vill. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful “ pA 2 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 4 86 82 
X. Miscellaneous - 2 x 


oa, Complaint of Unfair 
Practice in Employ- 











ment (Section 65) 15 51 - 
TOTAL: 174 A852 1982 
TABLE II 


HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 





Number 
Fepruary Ist. li months of fiscal year 
Worl (Vi eos. "59-50 
Hearings and continuation of 
Hearings by the Board 64 782 1016 


Diy 
LU 


NAR eT a 
PRACT CUMS Ea LY area tek 
" A ‘ ‘a b, Ate f eon * i i 
ihe AS De Wee i Wy ; 
oe an . 
‘ah 7 ih an 1) 4 
a ey \ My ha ANd 
we | Ve | ; 














en a ne 
weary 





bf 
Naat 


Vaal 
Au 


Hi 
LY 









Pa 


s Ay ays + ie : } 
win ha the at 7h si ee) 

“TRchiate eo seen wa 

on 4) Ai TENT ui Pr: “a \ 


| . | dopempaue 6 aoliemcesd 
v . - avsese 


e0L ee ee aot iyoe pottatLtonod, 


taiei sotdontaated or Ane 
3 3 M Fok NC OY woke: ie 


qited od anand eLV) 
iconmensA ‘lo qolgentorreT = 


' 
a 
ee 


jad notsnretood | RIV 
°g “1e8 ( S Lets Lat: Sle 98 tea 


; Se 
; . jaits mottevaioed .I1I 
§ S “| fu'img lal Juonood 9) 


$5 08 ou eh asyosaerd of taeansd ake 
f S “0 hd awogiteflecein eK 
| “aber 40 dntalqnod .«. C 
\o wyokemt mi eotioetT | > 

; -~ ; ; ¢ i} Vi Ve 

- [ et “e anaraas oie 7 a 
als 
, re ee 





rT ee OE Op 
CAAOA BMOTYARLN AUOGAL OTH ATE ‘WHT 90 


ree 














i 
sw 
















A aa xs dante, ae orew my ie y a i" Al) igs re | i 
a Mi a a aap a af aE - , mA —— * ita ‘ el 
ire. ae S15) mi 


ait 
et 











: ; het 4! #* MA 
ct Oa Gie’ S56 Kony. pet 


iy 7 7 ‘seeps ; ’ . ; i ; ue p io 4 iF it ie a Fut) is 7 mu ( Wes. 
% fy : 2 - te 7 . H ' e. ‘ ; 
i a manent 
. 4 } Ma! . : ’ , ite La Py ee d 4 ' 
ie et) i. Lf 7 a ie 7 ot 
: 7 a Dab OL uP OL: Hots : , 


wpesR 2 
TABLE IIT 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY MAJOR TYPES 


Number of Applications Disposed of 


Type of Applications SAN A Ro ponths Oritisecal year 
op O- 59-60 
fe CeTUiraeation 52 693 683 
Il. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 7 55 74 
IIi. Declaration of Successor 
Status* - 9 j 
IV. Conciliation Services 78 943 ey 


V. Determination under 
Section 79 of Act - 8 7 


Vi, Consent to Early Term- 
ination - wf ~ 


Wile Declaration that Strike 





Unlawful 1 a7 26 
VIII. Declaration that Lock- 
out Unlawful - il ut 
IX. Consent to Prosecure 6 89 88 
X. Miscellaneous 1 2 - 
aw) Complaint of Unfair 
Practice in Employ- 
ment (Section 65) 9 oe = 
TOV A Is 154 1850 kk 











*This does not include cases in which the question of successor 
Status arises as a collateral issue. 
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TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 





No. Applications Disposed of Emp loyees* 
Disposition Feo, Jatwid mos. Discauwivr. ten stay Ul mos. aca. ivr, 
r6l 60-61 59-60 ‘ol. 60-61 59-60 


— 


i. Certification 

















Certified 
CLC 23 53{9 386 BOD LORS 8907 
Other cis: 114 _66 15d mite 1262 
Total 36 UB4 452 OT hele peas 10169 
Dismissed 
CLC TRO we 277 4097 7159 
Other -5 Le 35 BO) Paro 1493 
Total 12 145 160 602 5469 8652 
Withdrawn aa 
CLC 2 1 54 eM 4 960 892 
Other IN Be ah 3 174 308 
Total dy 644 Val 60 1134 1200 
TOTAL: 52 693 683 1405 19828 20021 
Certification Hat) Gi 
Applications 


Disposed of 


*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 
for applications dismissed and withdrawn are approximate. 
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- 390 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


| —__ tlnn un c  e 
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me Disposition Ped, ist Jl mos, Decal yr, Peo. 1st id) mos. tigces eg 

"61 61-60 59-60 "61 1-60 59-60 
errant er ero teppei rn peerage era peepee 
Il. Termination 























Bargaining 
Rights 
Terminated 
CLO 4 alt 28 79 525 803 
! Other c a 4 Loy 284 39 
| Total 5 30 32 236 809 842 
Dismissed 
| CLC 2 14 34 99 Dee oS 
Other ath ae! es: ves 53 18 
Total 2 Ni i of 99 ah) be tite 
withdrawn 
CLG - 7 Ss ~ 462 289 
Other _- 1 ce _- 13 141 
Total . 8 5 - UTS 430 
TOTAL: 7 55 Tt 335 1859 2043 
Termination =a ee 
Applications 





Disposed of 


*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 
for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 
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- 391 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 





Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 
Disposition Fepruary | L680 »ilimontna.ot iP iecatwvdear 
' 60-61 59-60 


roe Succesaeor: Status 








Granted - 7 fa 
Dismissed - 1 - 
Withdrawn Sant us thes 
Total Ke ite i 
IV. Conciliation Services* 
Referred 
CLC 62 689 865 
Other at 198 161 
Total: iS 887 1026 
Dismissed 
CLC - 1 34 
Other = 4 His 
Total: - 17 oT 
Withdrawn 
CLC 44 25 54 
Other a 16 4 
Total: 5 Gy, 58 
LOTAG 78 943 A bel 
Conciliation ha, 
Applications 


Disposed of 


*Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 
claiming successor status. 
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- 392 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued) 


Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 
Disposition February ist’) 12 months of fiscal year 
r61 60-61 59-60 





V. Determination under 
section 79 


Granted - 3 
Dismissed - 
Withdrawn - 
Uo neds Ik Ue ~ 
VI. Consent to Early 


Termination of 
Agreement 





Granted - 1 - 
Dismissed - a a 
Withdrawn - = 

Total: - we g 

VII. Declaration that 
strike Unlawful 

Granted - 4 3 
Dismissed = ts 2 
Withdrawn 
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Declaration that 


Lockout Unlawful 


Granted 
Dismissed 
Withdrawn 
Total: 

Consent to 

Prosecute 

Granted 
Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


Toua. = 


Miscellaneous* 


Granted 
Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


Total: 


- 393 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 


I 





| li 


*See Case Listings for details. 


BOARD (continued) 
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REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


Disposition February 1st 11 months of fiscal year 
r6l O-oOl1 59-60 


ie) 


Certification After Vote 


Ballot Choice 


Yes-No 6 35 20 
GCholce between 2 
Unions 6 43 31 
Other - 1 - 
Voce Certatied 12 TY 51 


Dismissed After Vote 


Ballot: Choice 


Yes-No 4 53 se 
Choice between 2 
Unions ui 16 ae 
Total Dismissed 8 69 74 


GRAND TOTAL: 
Certification Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 
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(1) See Explanatory Notes, April 1960 Report, Page 3 
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TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
Disposition February, 18) 12 months sof) Tiscal vear 
T61 0-61 59-60 


Respondent Union Successful* 


CLC - vss 4 
Other - fe - 


Total ~ 5 4 


Respondent Union Unsuccessful 


wes, Bh 9 19 
Other i 4 4 

Total 2 13, 23 

GRAND TOTAL: va 18 et 


Termination Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 





*In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the appli- 
cant 1S a group of employees, or the employer; the incumbent 
union is thus the respondent. 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING FEBRUARY 1961 


Bargaining Agents Certified During February 
No Vote Conducted 


227-60-R: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Edwards 
Transport Limited (Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Ottawa, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman, office and sales staff." 

(4 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"In view of the generally unsatisfactory 
nature of the evidence surrounding the origin, 
preparation and circulation of the document 
submitted to the Board as indicative of oppo- 
Sition by employees of the respondent to the 
application, we are not prepared to hold that 
that document weakens the evidence of member- 
ship submitted by the applicant, so as to 
make it necessary for the Board to seek the 
confirmatory evidence of a representation 
vote in this case." 


269-60-R: Local Union 911 of the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers, A.F.L.-C.1.0. (Applicant) v. The 
Riverside-Tecumseh Joint Water Works Board (at its automatic 
water treatment plant at Riverside). (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at its 
automatic water treatment plant at Riverside, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (5 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board further finds that Duncan 
Jubenville does not exercise managerial functions 
within the meaning of section 1(3) (b) of The 
Labour Relations Act and is therefore included in 
the bargaining unit." 
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295-60-R: International Brotherhood of Pulp, Sulphite and 
Paper Mill Workers and it's Local #39 (Applicant) v. Lakehead 
Newsprint Limited (Fort William) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Fort William, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff, persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week and students hired for the school vacation 
period." (11 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Where the evidence reveals, as in the present 
case, that there has been contact with management 
in connection with the origination or preparation 
of an employees! petition, the Board's practice is 
to exercise an extra degree of scrutiny in its 
appraisal of the evidence and to require a satis- 
factory explanation of the incident. It does this 
so that it may be reasonably assured that manage- 
ment has not participated in the origination, pre- 
paration or circulation of the document. (See 
Sinnott News Co.Ltd. CCH Canadian Labour Law 
Reporter, 1955-59 Transfer Binder, 16,114 at p. 
12,209. } 


The evidence tendered by Foreman as to the 
circumstances of, and the reason for his contact 
with management, and our observations of his de- 
meanour in the witness box, convinces us that his 
testimony on these matters not only falis short of 
a candid and satisfactory explanation but consti- 
tutes a highly improbable account of the true facts. 
These are extremely important points and the 
unreliability of his evidence on these matters 
reflects on the whole of his testimony. The only 
evidence before the Board relating to the origi- 
nation, preparation and circulation of the documents 
is therefore, unreliable. Even if we were to find 
that his evidence could be accepted with respect 
to the origination and preparation of the second 
document, it is our view that, as this document was 
a sequel to and flowed from the first document, the 
evidence relating to its origination cannot be 
divor c2d from that adduced in respect to the first 
document. (See Preston & Sons Limited CCH Canadian 
Labour Law Reporter, 1955-59 Transfer Binder 16,089. ) 
In the result, therefore, we find that as the docu- 
mentary evidence filed as indicating opposition to 
the certification of the applicant, is unsupported 
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by reliable evidence as \to its origination, 
DrPeparatvion and) carcusacion.) it cannotycast 
such doubt on the widence of membership filed 
by the applicant union as to require the Board 
to seek the confirmatory evidence of a repre- 
sentation vote. 


Board Member H.F. Irwin dissented and said; 


"I dissent. ZT would, have directed a 
representation vote." 


303-60-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Mis- 
cellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. Maple Leaf Services 
(Township of North York) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the Township of 
North York, save and except foremen , persons above the rank 
of foreman and office staff. (6 employees in the unit) 


Board Member D.B. Archer dissented in part and said: 


"I would have described the bargaining 
unit as being located in Metropolitan Toronto 
rather than in the Township of North York." 


405-60-R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union No. 880, affiliated with the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Thames Valley Ambulance 
Limited (London Depot) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its London Depot, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman 
and office staff.' (10 employees in the unit) 





422-60-R: The International Union, United Automobile, 
Aircraft and Agricultural Implement Workers of America, 
affiliated to American Federation of Labour and Congress of 
Industrial Organization (Applicant) v. Central Chevrolet 
Oldsmobile (London) Limited (London) (Respondent). 


Unit: ,"all employees of the respondent at London, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, 
car salesmen, outside parts salesmen, control tower operator, 
appraisers and service salesmen." (60 employees in the unit) 





32-60-R: Amalgamated Lithographers of America, Local 12 
Applicant) v. Gaylord Lithographing Company Limited (Toronto) 
aaa 
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Unit: "all lithographic employees of the respondent at 
Toronto in its press and preparatory departments, save and 
except non-working foremen, and persons above the rank of 
non-working foremen." (7 employees in the unit) 





459-60-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Farley Produce Ltd. (London) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week." (15 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the transport drivers are 
included in the bargaining unit." 


476-60-R: Draftsmen's Association of Ontario, Local 164, 
American Federation of Technical Engineers (Applicant) v. 
Sheldons Engineering Limited (Galt) (Respondent). 


Unit: ‘all draftsmen and their apprentices in the employ 
of the respondent at Galt, save and except the chief 
draftsman and persons above the rank of chief draftsman." 
(16 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows; 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the tracers and detailers are 
included in the bargaining unit." 


478-60-R: United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum & Plastic Workers 
of America, AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Building Products 
Limited (at its Micro Plastics Division at Acton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Micro Plastics 
Division at Acton, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman, and office svaff." 

(54 employees in the unit) 





482-60-R: General Workers! Local 800 International Union of 
United Brewery, Flour, Cereal, Soft Drink and Distillery 
Workers of America, A.F.L,-C.1,.0.-C.L.C, (Applicant ) Wy 
Canada Bread Company, Limited (at its depot in Sandwich West 
Township) (Respondent). 
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Unit: ‘all employees of the respondent at its depot in Sandwich 
West Township, save and except supervisors, persons above the 
rank of supervisor, and office staff.” (4 employees in the unit). 


485-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Heffernan Tiles Limited (Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at and working out of 
Ottawa in the installing of resilient flooring, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office staff." 
(4 employees in the unit) 


486-50-R: Retail Clerks Union, Local No. 832, chartered by the 
Retail Clerks International Association (Applicant) v. Lakeville 
Enterprises Ltd. (Kenora) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its retail store at 
Kenora, save and except store manager, persons above the rank 
of store manager, meat department manager, office staff, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
students hired for the school vacation period." 

(3 employees in the unit) 


The Board noted the agreement of the parties that 

the meat department manager is not included in 

the bargaining unit. 
491-60-R: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft and 
Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) (Applicant) v. 
The White Motor Company of Canada, Limited (parts department, 
Hamilton Branch) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its parts department 
act its Hamilton Branch, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman and office staff." (5 employees in the unit) 





497-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
V. Tusca Investments Limited (Prudential Building, 2 King 
Street West, Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the respondent 
at the Prudential Building, 2@ King Street West, Toronto, save 
and except the chief engineer." ic employees in the unit) 


507-60-R: United Plant Guard Workers of America Amalgamated 
Plant Guards, Local 1958 (Applicant) v. H.J. Heinz Company of 
Canada Ltd. (Leamington) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all security guards in the employ of the respondent 
at Leamington, sé@ve and except department head - plant 
protection and persons above the rank of department head - 
plant protection." (18 employees in the unit) 
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521-60-R: Local 89, International Brotherhood of Pulp, 
Sclonece and (Paper Mill /Workera = Coie ie. vend) Move L 
Applicant) v. Byng Laundry and Dry Cleaners (Kapuskasing) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kapuskasing, save 
and except owner-managers, driver-salesmen and office staff." 
(16 employees in the unit) 


526-60-R: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1669 (Applicant) v. John Inglis Co. 
Limited (at its Thunder Bay project for the Ontario Hydro 
Electric Power Commission located at Island #2, Fort William) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all millwrights and millwright apprentices employed by 
the respondent at its Thunder Bay project for the Ontario Hydro 
Electric Power Commission located at Island #2, Fort William, 
save and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank 
of non-working foreman, and persons bound by the collective 
agreement between the respondent and the United Steel Workers 
of America, effective from the 17th day of July, 1959." 

(2 employees in the unit) 


527-60-R: Glass Bottle Blowers Association of the United 
States and Canada. A.F.L. - C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Owens - 
Illinois of Canada Limited (Toronto plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except persons above the rank of shift working foremen, office 
staff and students employed for the summer school vacation 
period." (12 employees in the unit) 





528-60-R: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
The McLagan Furniture Company Limited (Meaford plant) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Meaford, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, chief 
engineer and office staff." (42 employees in the unit) 


563-60-R: International Hod Carriers' Building and Common 
Labourers Union of America, Local 1081 (Applicant) v. Ball 
Brothers Limited, General Contractors (at its Listowel General 
Hospital project at Listowel) (Respondent) 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent employed 

at its Listowel General Hospital progect at Listowel, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 

working foreman." (8 employees in the unit) 
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572-60-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, AFL: 
CLIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Ault Milk Products Ltd. (Brockville) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Brockville, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff, fieldman, laboratory technicians, chief engineer, 
assistant chief engineer, and students hired for the school 
vacation period." (33 employees in the unit) 





595-60-R:; Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Cotterill Construction (London) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (4 employees in the unit) 





672-60-R: The National Union of Public Employees, C.L.C. 
(Applicant) v. The Municipality of The Town of Brampton (Town 
of Brampton, County of Peel) (Respondent) v. Local Union ;636 
of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers ( 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week, 
subdivision inspectors and students hired for the school 
vacation period." (22 employees in the unit) 


19,318-59: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) (Applicant) 
v. Duplate Canada Limited (Oshawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all clerical employees in the employ of the respondent 
at Oshawa, save and except foremen, supervisors, persons above 
the ranks of foreman and supervisor, the main or general 
office staff, and persons bound by a subsisting collective 
agreement." (12 employees in the unit) 





Certified Subsequent to Pre-Hearing Vote 


84-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
700 (Applicant) v. South Waterloo Memorial Hospital Incor- 
porated (Galt) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed in the boiler room 
of the respondent at Galt, save and except the chief engineer." 
(4 employees in the unit). 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 6 
Number of ballots cast 
Number of segregated ballots 


OV 


(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 4 


Number of ballots marked in 
tavour, ol Buliding Service 
Employees International 
Union, Local 204 1 


317-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers piensa: 
v. Artex Woollens Ltd. (Hespeler) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the respondent 
in its boiler house at Hespeler, save and except the chief 
engineer. (3 employees in the unit) 
Number of names on revised 
DB aa eB i ya Uo BF 2 
Number of ballots cast fe 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour, ot applicant Es 


Number of ballots marked in 
favour of The National Union of 
Operating Engineers of Canada, 
Local 14922), District 60, 
United Mine Workers of America O 


309-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
V. Silverwood Dairies Limited (Windsor) (Respondent) v. Local 
944, International Union of Operating Engineers (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers, firemen and their helpers 
employed as such by the respondent at its plant located in the 
city of Windsor, save and except the chicf engineer." 

(4 employees in the unit). 





Number on revised 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener a 


333-60-R; Amalgamated Association of Street Electric Railway 
and Motor Coach Employees of America (Applicant) v. Sandwich 
West Bus Lines Ltd. (Township of Sandwich West and City of 
Windsor) (Respondent). 
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Vries al sus operators of the respondent at the Township of 
Sandwich West and the City of Windsor, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(6 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

Slieitbiiity Liat 6 
Number of ballots cast 
Number of ballots marked in 


Or 


favour of applicant s. 
Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant 1 


344-60-R: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 

and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) (Applicant) 
v. Bowman Products (Canada) Ltd. (Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, 
save and except assistant foreman, persons above the rank of 
assistant foreman, and office and sales staff." 

(20 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list Ly 
Number of ballots cast Ly 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 15 
Number of bailots marked as 

opposed to applicant A 


392-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
796 (Applicant) v. Ralston-Purina Co. of Canada Ltd. (Clarkson) 
Raa a 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at Clarkson, save and except the chief engineer and 
persons above the rank of chief engineer." 

(3 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 2 
Number of ballots cast 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant O 


Certified Subsequent to Post-Hearing Vote 
50-60-R: United Cement, Lime & Gypsum Workers International 
Union, AFL - CIO - CLC (Applicant) v. Wilson Concrete Products 
Limited (Belleville) (Respondent) | 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Belleville, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, and office staff." (109 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"After carefully considering the evidence 
and the representations of the parties in con- 
nection with the objections of the respondent to 
the representation vote held on December 5th, 1960, 
we are of the opinion that this is not a case in 
which a further representation vote should be 
directed." 


Board Member, C.C. Young dissented and said: 


"TJ dissent. I would have directed 
another representative vote." 


Number of names on revised 

Slicipwlity lish 104 
Number of ballots cast 91 
Number of pallots segregated 

(not counted) 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of ‘applicant B5 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 344 


122-60-R: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
E. L. Bruce Company Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent ) 
v. District 50, United Mine Workers of America, Construction 
Local Union 14853, (formerly United Construction Workers, Local 
No. 728, U.M.W.A.) (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Metropolitan Toronto, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 


office staff." (12 employees in the unit) 
Number on revised voters! list 12 
Number of ballots cast Le 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 10 
Number of ballots marked in 
Favour of intervener. 2 


123-60-R:; International Woodworkers of America (Applicant ) Me 
R. Laidlaw Lumber Company Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent) v. District 50, United Mine Workers of America, 
Construction Local Union 14853, (formerly United Construction 
Workers, Local No. 728, U.M.W.A.) (Intervener). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Metropolitan Toronto, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
security guards, and office and sales staff." 

(139 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 


Cleo ity ile 129 
Number of ballots cast 125 
Number of spoiled ballots 1 
Number of segregated ballots a 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant Li 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 9 


339-50-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, AFL: 
C1O:CLC (Applicant) v. Dominion Stores Limited (retail stores, 
Oakville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its retail stores 

at Oakville, save and except store managers, persons above the 
rank of store manager, office staff, persons regularly employed 
for not more than 24 hours per week, and students hired for the 


school vacation period." (51 employees in the unit) 
Number on revised voters! list er 
Number of ballots cast ae 
Number of pallots marked in 
favour of appli cans eit 
Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant O 


20,550-60: Air Terminal Ground Transport Employees Association 
(Applicant) v. Air Terminal Transport Ltd. (Toronto and Malton 
Airport) (Respondent) v. International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local Union 352. 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto and at 
Malton Airport, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, office staff, persons regularly employed for not 
more than 24 hours per week and limousine and bus drivers 
engaged in airport transportation." 25 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 34 
Number of ballots cast 34 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of the applicant 19 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of the intervener 13 
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20,693-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
ae v. Ryan Builders Supplies Windsor Ltd. (Windsor) 
Respondent) v. International Union of Operating Engineers, 

Local 944 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all steam engineers, firemen, apprentices and helpers 
in the employ of the respondent at Windsor." 
(2 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility lise 2 
Number of ballots cast 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


7 


Applications for Certification Dismissed No Vote Conducted 


313-60-R; The Sudbury and District General Workers! Union, 
Local 902 of the International Union of Mine Mill and Smelter 
Workers (Applicant) v. Regent Theatre (Sudbury) (Respondent) 
v. Local 634 of the International Alliance of Theatrical Stage 
Employees, & M. P. M. O. of U. S. & Canada (Intervener). 

(14 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Having regard to the evidence before it 
and the representations of the parties the Board 
finds that the Intervener has not relinquished its 
bargaining rights for the employees described by 
the Board in its certificate dated January 10, 1957. 


As a collective agreement has not been 
made between the intervener and the respondent 
Since the date of the certification of the 
intervener, an application for certification of 
these employees cannot be made under the 
provisions of section 5 of The Labour Relations 
Act. 


In any bargaining unit which the Board 
might deem to be appropriate in this case the 
respondent would have as members less than forty- 
five per cent of the employees who were regularly 
employed for not more than 24 hours per week. 


The application is accordingly dismissed." 
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481-60-R: Amalgamated Lithographers of America, Local 12 

612 Sheroourne Street, Room 202, Toronto 5, Ontario (Applicant) 
v. Collett-Sproule Boxes Limited, 1997 Kennedy Road, Scarboro, 
Ontario (Respondent) v. Collett Sproule Employees Association 
(Intervener) v. Printing Specialties & Paper Products Union 

Lo. 466 (Intervener). (12 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows; 


"Having regard to the request of the 
applicant that it ove permitted to withdraw 
this application, the Board, following its 
usual practice, dismisses the application." 


522-60-R: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
(Applicant) v. Canadian Industries Limited (Explosive Division, 
Nobel Works). (Respondent ) v. international Union of Operating 
Engineers Local 796 (Intervener) v. O11, Chemical and Atomic 
Workers International Union and its Local 16-684 (Intervener). 
(217 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant having made an application 
for certification on December 5, 1960, which was 
dismissed by the Board on December 22, 1960, and 
the Board on January 25, 1961 having denied the 
applicant's request to review Lis decision of 
December 22, 1960, and the applicant having now 
made a new application for certification on 
January 25, 1961, the Board is of the opinion, 
on the basis of the evidence presented at the 
hearing, that the principle established in Trinidad 
Leascholds Case (1949) C.C.H. Canadian Labour Law 
Reports, Transfer Binder 417,005, D.L.S. 7-2107 and 
Windsor Lumber Co. Case (1958) C.C.H. Canadian 
Labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder 10,104, applies. 





The application is accordingly dismissed." 


571-60-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, AFL: 
CIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Pet Milk Co. (Canada) Ltd. (Brockville) 
(Respondent). (4 employees). 
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Applications for Certification Dismissed Subsequent to 
Pre-Hearing Vote 


310-60-R: Local 944, International Union of Operating 
Engineers (Applicant) v. William Pitt Hotel Ltd. (William Pitt 
Hotel, Chatham) (Respondent) v. Restaurant Employees Union 
Local 743 (Intervener). 


Voting Constituency: "all stationary engineers, and persons 
primarily engaged as helpers in the boiler room of the 
respondent at the William Pitt Hotel, Chatham, save and except 
the chief engineer." (4 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast dy 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant es 
Numver of pallots marked in 

favour of intervener 2 


394-60-R: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
Bae) v. Flexonics Corporation of Canada Limited 
Brampton ) (Respondent ) v. Sheet Metal Workers! International 
Association, Local Union 304 (Intervener). 


Voting Constituency: "all employees of the respondent at 
Brampton, Ontario, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman, and office staff." (86 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 82 
Number of ballots cast 80 
Numper of spoiled ballots 2 
Numoer of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 20 
Number of ballOts marked in 

favour of intervener ee 


Applications Tor Certification Dismissed subsequent to 
Post-Hearing Vote 


152-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers Local 796 
(Applicant) v. Tusca Investments Limited (Prudention Building, 
2 King Street West, Toronto) (Respondent) v. Canadian Union of 
Operating Engineers (Intervener). 

Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at the Prudential Building, 2 King Street West at 


Toronto, save and except the chief engineer. 
(4 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the record in part as follows; 
"The application for certification 
by intervener is dismissed." 


Number of names on eligibility list 4 
Numoer of ballots cast 4 
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Number of ballots marked in 


favour of applicant v 
Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant 3 


263-60-R: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) v. 
City Parking Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed on its parking 
lots, parking garages and service stations, in Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except persons above the rank of supervisor- 
checker, persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours 
per week, and office staff." (139 employees in the unit) 


Number on revised voters! list 139 
Number of balltots cast 139 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 62 
Number of ballots marked 

against applicant iii 


19,767-60: United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum and Plastic Workers 
of America AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Imco Container (Canada) 
Limited (Township of Toronto) (Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the Township of 
Toronto, save and except foremen, foreladies, persons above 
the rank of foreman or forelady, and office and sales staff." 
(55 employees in the unit) 


Board Chairman J. Finkelman said; 


"I find that all employees of the respondent 
in the Township of Toronto, save and except foremen, 
foreladies, persons above the rank of foreman or 
forelady, and office and sales staff constitute a 
unit of employees of the respondent appropriate for 
collective bargaining. 


L further find, on the basis of all the evi- 
dence before the Board, that more than forty-five per 
cent of the employees in the bargaining unit are 
members of the applicant." 


Board Member H.F. Irwin dissented and said: 


"7 dissent. I would have dismissed the 
application." 


Number of names on eligibility list 53 
Number of ballots cast 53 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 16 
Number of pallots marked as 

opposed to applicant ay 
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20,460-60: National Association of Broadcast Employees and 
Pecnnac vans, iA.F lI, , (C.t.0%,'0.L.C., (Applicant) v.'Pathe-Déluxe 
of Canada Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, 
save and except general manager, laboratory manager, laboratory 
Superintendent, accountant, assistant accountant, confidential 
secretary to the general manager, printing room supervisor, 
dailies supervisor, features and news supervisor, T,V. 
commercials supervisor, processing supervisor, sales staff, 
persons employed in production services which include the 

sound supervisor, sound technician, editor and newsreel 
cameraman." (30 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on revised 

eligipiiivy list Ae) 
Number of ballots cast on 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant ie 


20,501-50: Amalgamated Association of Street Electric Railway 
and Motor Coach Employees of America (Applicant) v. Burley Bus 
Lines Limited (County of Northumberland and Durham) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and working 
out of the County of Northumberland and Durham, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office staff and 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 
(20 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on eligibility list 20 
Number of ballots cast 20 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant ig 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant Te 


20,580-60: International Association of Machinists (AFL-CIO- 
CLC) (Applicant) v. Highfield Motor Products Limited (Sarnia) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Sarnia, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
sales staff, and students hired for the school vacation period." 
(17 employees in the unit). 
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Numover of names on revised 

Slaigibility list LO 
Number of ballots cast 10 
Number of ballots marked in 

fouvour of applicant Sy 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 5 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING FEBRUARY 1961 


558-00-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 2480 (Applicant) v. Canadian Store 
Fixtures Limited (Barrie) (Respondent). (2 employees). 


603-S0-R: Shopmen's Local Union No 757 of the International 

Association of Bridge Structural & Ornamental Iron Workers 
See aeiae Vv. Bomac Company Limited (Cooksville) (Respondent). 
25 employees). 


655-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
793 (Applicant) v. The Carter Construction Company Limited 
(District of Thunder Bay) (Respondent) v. Lumber & Sawmill 
Workers' Union, Local 2693 (Intervener). (1 employee). 


19843-60: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 
Brotnerhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Jos. Harrison Motorways Limited 

(Welland and Hamilton) (Respondent). (32 employees). 


APPLICATIONS FOR TERMINATION OF BARGAINING RIGHTS DISPOSED OF 
DURING FEBRUARY 1961 
245-60-R: Claude White and Arnold Delorme (Applicant) v. 


Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, AFL:CIO:CLC 
(Respondent). (Granted). (35 employees). 





(Re: John Heney & Son Limited, 
Ottawa, Ontario) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 33 
Number of ballots cast 33 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent cs 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent 30 
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4O02-60-R: Melvin C. Blinkie (Applicant) v. Retail, Wholesale 
& Department Store Union AFL: CIO: CLC: Local 440 (Respondent) 
v. United Dairy & Poultry Co-Operative Ltd. (Renfrew) 
(Intervener). (Granted). (11 employees). 


529-50-R: Birchland Veneer Ltd. (Thessalon) (Applicant) v. 
International Woodworkers of America (Respondent). (Granted). 
(25 employees). 


(Re: Birchland Veneer Ltd., 
Thessalon, Onterio) 


537-00-R: Jack McCoceye (Applicant) v. International Wood- 
workers of America (Respondent). (Dismissed). (39 employees). 


(Re: Ottawa Paper Box Company Limited, 
Ottawa, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


al This is an application for a declaration 
terminating the pargaining rights of the res- 
pondent union. 


eae According to the records of the Board, there 

is a collective agreement between the respondent 
union and Ottawa Paper Box Company Limited covering 
the employees in the bargaining unit affected by the 
instant application. The agreement provides that it 
"Shall be effective from the lst day of January 1959 
to the 3lst day of December 1960", and thereafter 
from year to year subject to notice. Again, 
aecording to the records of the hoard, on an appli- 
cation for conciliation services filed with the Board 
on December 8, 1960, the respondent in the present 
proceedings stated that written notice of desire to 
bargain was given by the present respondent to Ottawa 
Paper Box Company Limited on November 7, 1950. The 
company's reply filed on December 16, 1960 confirms 
that notice was given by the union on the date 
mentioned. The request of International Woodworkers 
of America that conciliation services be made 
available to the parties was granted by the Board on 
December 21, 1950. 


S Having regard to the provisions of sections 43 
and 46 of The Labour Relations Act, the present 
application for a declaration terminating the bargain- 
ing rights of the respondent union, which was made on 
January 30, 1961, is untimely and it is accordingly 
dismissed. 
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of Even if the application were to be treated 
as having been made on January 11, 1961, but 
without conceding that it was in fact made on 
that date, it would still have had to be dis- 
missed as peing untimely under the provisions 
referred to above." 


556-60-R: Island Lake Lumber Co. Limited (District one Sudbury) 
Applicant) v. Lumber & Sawmill Worker's Union Local No. 2537 
Respondent). (Dismissed). 


(Re: Island Lake Lumber Co. Limited, 
District of Sudbury) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


oe Having regard to the representations of the 
applicant at the hearing and to the evidence filed 
with the Board, the Board finds that: 


(a) notice of 'change or termination! was not 
given by the parties as required by article 
2 of the collective agreement between them 
dated August 22, 1958; 


(o) the collective agreement therefore continues 
to be binding on the parties for a further 
period to October) 31,1961; 


(c) the application is untimely by virtue of 
clause c of subsection 2 of section 43 of 
The Labour Relations Act. 


ae The application is accordingly dismissed." 


580-60-R: Allan R. Grover on behalf of all the undersigned 
employees in the bargaining group (Applicant) v. International 
Union United Automobile, Aircraft, Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America (UAW) C.1.0. (Respondent). (Granted). 

(18 employees). 


(Re: General Motors Products of Canada, Limited, 
London Warehouse) 


18,505-59: W. Doherty and H. Schlegge employees of Thomas 
Supply and Equipment Company Limited (Applicant) v. District 
50, United Mine Workers of America (Respondent). (Granted). 
(157 employees). 


(Re: Thomas Supply and Equipment Company Limited, 
Ottawa, Ontario) 
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APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL DISPOSED OF 
DURING FEBRUARY 1961 


678-60-U: Reliance Electric & Engineering (Canada) Limited 


Welland) (Applicant) v. A. Nicholson et al (Respondent). 
Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 
FEBRUARY 1961 


362-60-U: Essex County Building and Construction Trades 
Council (Applicant) v. The Greater Windsor, Grading, Paving, 
Sewer and Watermain Contractors! Association (Windsor) 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


530-60-U; National Union of Public Employees, Local Union 
S14 (Applicant) v. Ottawa Sanitation Services Limited and 
Moe Koffman, President (Ottawa) (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows; 


"Having regard to the evidence and to the 
nature and circumstances of the alleged violations 
of section 53 of The Labour Relations Act, we are 
of the view that no useful purpose is to be served 
in granting consent to the institution of 4 prose- 
cution in this case (see New Method Laundry Case 
(1955-59 Transfer Binder) C C H, Canadian Labour 
Law Reports, 4 16,059; C.L.S. 76-533; and Savage 
Shoes Limited (1949-54 Transfer Binder) CC H, 
Canadian Labour Law Reports, 17,060. 





This application is, therefore, dismissed." 


531-60-U; Theodore Castilloux (Applicant) v. Damien Labelle 
(Respondent). (Dismissed). 
The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
"The Board is unable to find on the evidence 
adduced at the hearing the ingredients of an offence 
under section 52 of The Labour Relations Act. 


The application is accordingly dismissed." 
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532-60-U: Theodore Castilloux (Applicant) v. Lumber and 
Sawmill Worker's Union Local 2537 of the United Brotherhood 
of Carpenters and Joiners of America (Respondent) (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board is unable to find on the evidence 
adduced at the hearing the ingredients of an offence 
under section 52 of The Labour Relations Act. 


The application is accordingly dismissed." 


549-50-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2593, of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
Ghee v. Jim Mathieu Lumber Ltd. (Sepawa) (Respondent). 
Withdrawn). 


19,872-60: Falconbridge Nickel Mines Limited (District of 
Sudbury) (Applicant) v. J.E. Kauhl and the 230 additional 
employees of the applicant (Respondents). (Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 65 (UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICE) 


DISPOSED OF DURING FEBRUARY 1961 


342-60-U: Jean Rock Lapointe (Complainant ) Vv. Ontario Hydro 
(Little Long Rapids, Kapuskasing) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows; 


"The investigation by the field officer of 
this complaint reveals that a collective agreement, 
dated August lst, 1959, is in effect between the 
respondent and the Allied Construction Council, the 
member unions of which consist of certain inter- 
national unions of the American Federation of 
Labour, Congress of Industrial Organizations and 
the Canadian Labour Congress. The complainant was 
employed in a classification within the bargaining 
unit as set out in the collective agreement. 
Articie VI of the agreement contains a grievance 
procedure which provides for final settlement of 
disputes by way of arbitration. 


It is admitted by the complainant in his 
signed statement to the field officer, that he 
has made no attempt to invoke che grievance 
procedure, although it would appear that his com- 
plaint was one which might properly have been the 
subject of a grievance. 


‘Cg rebi UREN ‘(a 


| yy ais 
bestia ie 


obyH oniaIa): 


di J 






ou je , 


ext at “3b gi a 


t notd ae 
aiead 













i 


fie 


ha bag: 





19 ‘ ZLSR eae 
eso tsaxtA te! Saonk 


> aida 





BR: oa : (owoe enpeasens Les 
Hema ied ab a (jnmotiags | E 
. avn white sue my Sa sind etd. ‘ko ae 


19 to SST Ree 
[aA ee 
Camenkasd 









Orsi l © rene SORE qsat er assy 10+00-5) 
gs ort ) (Sake Lay. ‘eatod ot: ne FM 





Rewolld), a prs bah ‘ans MES ICHNS prrsotl AP 
40) wee jets ‘evank clit" 


10 a4 a i: ort 
haa (oo #. Jody efeevet wate qaes ety 
he) ret £i see, | a IL, JRURAA hres ab : 
or sel at mer: ayes i bots fess, bats rR act: ire: 26 ins Ss 
“toa WESS%:.> ‘9 vtteneo’ Hokiw to miotow sedate 
Re Ws) eT "eo 2 eth Bt ip “BAO LT (man tdan: 
Aire a: brisind i whos aes Bey BaseTANnCd: et ieyen\ | 
SEU PERRET. aR ON: ‘wWhGged patbowe scl) 
Meee Le ens oinsiw feey JADRTLS0aLs Bk Poyotquy 
Che eeois 35° Minoo soo: aia Ht 300. 998 Sm ili 
sonevebia 4 earsIoes Grr aA yths to IV efoto 
Toageme isos Lali ote hives, Hlotde etubeogny 
rt po Lemp lds Ao aia ut aiGe kb 


Ay Wer Jost bhe,gne> a eo bad tbebs, as a 
em vat) seul tte nial Bhd 08 Aipss7 Ble: Hoayds 
i eoiavol DE, awstovad oe sight fiat shal astt 
a per Bist 3 mts J eh LOW Rha #iB. syibbeve tq 
JSS As oT aa oe oh ahi oan tobely 
| %, ‘ena 4 ae Joab dus 





- 417 - 


In the circumstances, the case falls 
squarely within the National Showcase Co. Ltd. 
Case, File No. 215-60-U, and the complaint is 
accordingly dismissed." 


57-60-U: Printing Specialties & Paper Products Union No. 466 
(Complainant) v. H. Harding & Sons Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 


448-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2693 
Applicant) v. McLeod & Halverson (Camp #107, Sapawa) 
Coe cng, . (Re: Arnold Selman, Fritz Higgelks and 
Gunter Drew). 


484-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Worker's Union, Local 26593 
(Complainant) v. Maunula Trucking (Sapawa) (Respondent). 


488-60-U: Teamsters Local Union 352 Fuel, Bus, Limousine, 
Petroleum Drivers and Allied Employees of Ontario (Applicant) 
v. Air Terminal Transport Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


489-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2693 
(Applicant) v. Jim Mathieu Lumber Limited (Sapawa) (Respondent). 


547-00-U: Local Union 633, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, AFL-CIO (Applicant) v. D. & 
J. Meat Market (Toronto) (Respondent). 


548-60-U: Local Union 633, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, AFL-CIO (Applicant) v. D. & 
J. Meat Market (Toronto) (Respondent). 


559-60-U: Local Union 911, of the International Brotherhood 
of Blectrical Workers, AFL-CIO (Applicant) v. Riverside- 
Tecumseh Joint Waterworks Board (Respondent). 


TRUSTEESHIP REPORTS FILED FEBRUARY 1961 


T12-60 International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 

Warehousemén and Helpers of America Local 938. 

Report filed by James R. Hoffa, General 
President, dated February 16, 1961, stated that 
Local 938 was released from trusteeship, effective 
February 12, 1961. 

For particulars of report of trusteeship see 
Monthly Report, Ontario Labour Relations Board, 
December 1960, page 346. 








T13-60 Canadian Labour Congress: Local 202, Hamilton 
General Workers, at Hamilton, taken into trustee- 
ship January 12, 1901, under supervision of George 
Dowling, Representative, Canadian Labour Congress 
and Harry Simon, Regional Director of Organization, 
Canadian Labour Congress on recommendation of Claude 
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Jodoin, President and Donald MacDonald, 
Secretary-Treasurer of Canadian Labour 
Congress. Report filed by Claude Jodoin, 
President and Donald MacDonald, Secretary- 
Treasurer of Canadian Labour Congress. 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENT IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATION 


20,361-60: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995 
of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
A.F.L.-C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Henry Selin Forest Products 
Limited (sawmill operations, Hearst) (Respondent) 

(Granted September 1960). 


On January 25th, 1961 the Board endorsed the Record as 
follows: 


"A dispute having arisen, prior to a 
collective agreement being reached between 
the parties, as to who is included in the 
bargaining unit, the matter will be listed 
for Hearing for the purpose of ascertain- 
ing whether the employees engaged in the 
Chip Plant at the Sawmill are employees in 
the bargaining unit defined in the Board's 
decision of September 20, 1961." 


On February 8th, 1961 the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"The Board finds that the employees 
of the respondent engaged in the barking 
and chipping operations at the sawmill in 
Nassau Township are employees of the 
respondent in the bargaining unit defined 
in the Board's decision of September 20th, 
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TABLE 1 
APPLICATIONS FILED WITH THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD * 
(ahs Lo NAA sitladlts (ls Sa a eRe ACL ay POR Ae NOTA OREN NPS cla aN DME Te 
Number of Applications Filed 





Type of Application March lst 12 months of fiscal year 
1961 O-ol1 59-00 
I. Certification 644 720 764 
If. Declaration Terminating 
Successor Status 4 60 84 
III. Declaration of Successor 
status ¥ 11 We 
IV. Conciliation Services LON 1061 1163 
V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act i 10 fi 
VI. Consent to Early 
Termination of Agreement 1 2 A. 
WAL. Declaration that 
Strixe Unlawful 3 27 26 
VIII., Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - yal 2 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 10 96 87 
X. Miscellaneous - 2 i 


XI. Complaint of Unfair 
Practice in Employ- 


ment (Section 65 10 61 - 
POT AL: 201 2052. 2147 
*Revised 


Rn 





TABLE II 
HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 





Number 
March lst 12 months of fiscal year 


I961~ 0-61 59-60 
A RIAN TUS TE a a ROL BUSTLE CCAP EKER AP ARSC RO 
38 820 1112 
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TABLE III 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD BY MAJOR TYPES 


Number of Applications Disposed of 





Type of Application March ist le months of fiscal year 
1961 60-61 59-60 
I. Certification 56 THO 7TH6 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 10 65 S1 
2Lie Dpecraraetion. of 
Successor Status - 9 7 
IV. Conciliation Services 89 1032 1203 
V. Determination under 
Section 79 of Act ~ 8 7 
Vi. (Consent to Barly 
Termination of Agreement 1 A - 
Vil. Declaration that Strike 
Unlawrul 3 30 28 
VIII. Declaration that Lockout 
Unlawful - 1 4 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 10 99 99 
X. Miscellaneous - e 2 


ne eOomMol aint. of Unfair 
Practice in Employ- . 
ment (Section 65 au 46 H 





TOTAL: 193 2043 2177 














*This does not include cases in which the question of 
successor status arises as a collateral issue. 
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Be ee 
TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 





No. Appl'ns Disposed of | Emp loyees* ; 
Disposition Mar.ist le mosvfiscas you Marist Je moe viascale. 


VOL" GO461 “S0e00 co) food een ao ote 





LL, Certification 


Certified 

















CLC oF 397 429 490 10843 10334 
Other 12 Heo: 74 177 2949 1393 
Total 39 523 503 B67 vipa oed Wile, 
Dismissed 
CLC 2 105 132 B44 | A151 8760 
Other $5 AT Deis) BOS meer 1540 
Total vi 152 170 259 5828 9400 
Withdrawn 
CLC 9 60 56 a Mapas CN L359 
Other ve 14 ae fee) 182 308 
Total 10 74 eG: 465 1599 2043 
TOTAL: aid 749. 746 230) N2be10)) 23170 
Certification et Ri Cine 
Applications 


Disposed of 





*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications for certification were filed with 
the Board. Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 
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- 422 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 





No. Appl'ns Disposed of Emp loyees* 
Disposition Mar.ist 12 mosirigcal var eMarvisb le) nose useal iva. 





ieat 0-61 ~~ 59-60 peony O-O1 59-60 


oo 


Il.Termination 
Bargaining Rights 





Terminated 
CL A a 30 134 659 812 
Other ites) eS nee - 284 ay 
Total 7 ar 35 134 O43 864 
Dismissed 
CLC 2 15 of 7O 592 Ree ie 
Other oes 4 4 63 116 50 
ToOtaL 2 19 47 135 708 1405 
Withdrawn 
CLC 1 8 = 5 H67 289 
Other deacon eke ue Bios! is 141 
Potal z g 5 5 480 4230 
TOTAL: 10 65 81 PEER UE 2699 
Termination ‘ii per aan 
Applications 


Disposed of 


*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 

and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 

at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 

for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are approximate. 
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- 42 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 





Number of Applications Disposed of 


Disposition March lst 12 months of fiscal year 
1961 -O1 59-. 


Tri. oUuCccesseOoOr ‘Status 








Granted 7 | 
Dismissed - 1 - 
Withdrawn Misc yar wee 
Total: es ree mg 
iVen eC ouel11.ab1On (oervices* 
Referred 
aie ai bo8 466 
Total 78 965 1106 
Dismissed 
CLC iu 14 34 
Other gees as we 
Total 3 20 oF 
Withdrawn 
CLC 6 29 56 
Other ues 13 4 
Total 8 Wf 60 
TOTAL: 89 1032 1203 
Conciliation | 
Applications 


Disposed of 


*Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 
claiming successor status 


7 Fh | ee , : van d 
PAA ive . i. 1 vy : 
iw iy reat 
} = - ’ 


ep aaa: ace gis Pas Vs Bok : 


py “an ae * soll ae 198 * i pia 


aw 
cae # 


(3 wid fae Lea Wak 
eae °E Ss : 
a 





: 1 Ls fi 0 : o 7 rane : 
"ay We ASS? Vole” ra ey a ee ee) 
, hy D fil n 


he 


si isi py ; ‘ . 
Web ‘ 


‘7 

> 
2 
o 


SS - enso "i | 


3 | mio TL 
ane So eo teed” hy, 
y | 


fagot 


Ene suis | | ra 
£Ool SANE | 26 a P 





|‘ dortetitoned | 
ena ldsoiiqak ; 
‘To aie: 7 


) of 
———— 





eT 


enolmw ox “aoiwree. AoOLeBi LL unos O72 | ane daslings | 
waete a ie vented 7 





-~ 404 = APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


Number of Applications Disposed of 


Disposition March lst l2 months of fiscal year 
1961 O-ol1 59-60 


V. Determination under 
section 79 


Granted - 1 


ie) 


Dismissed - 
Withdrawn - 


Total: - 


lo le w 
In le ob 


Vz, Consent to Barly 
Termination of 
“Agreement 











es 
NO 
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Granted 
Dismissed ~ - “ 
Withdrawn 
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VIL. Declaration that 
Stri.e Unlawful 








Granted - 4 


Dismissed A 
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Withdrawn 
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- 425 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (cont'd.) 





Number of Applications Disposed of 
Disposition March Ist 12 months or fiscal year 
1961 60-61 59-60 


VIII. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 


Granted - 1 - 
Dismissed - ~ - 
Withdrawn Lied Rhee eo. 

Total - ies Mins 


IX, Consent to 
PrOSECULE. 


Granted 4 BD 
Dismissed - 6 
Withdrawn ae) 68 

aed 


sonore ee 10 


X. Miscellaneous* 
Granted - 1 - 
Dismissed ~ Al 
Withdrawn = 


Total - 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
Disposition Marcon Pst 12 monvuns of fiscal year 
1961 -O1 59-600 


1 
Certification after Vote 


Ballot Choice 


Yes-No 3 38 22 
Choice between 
2 unions 4 47 aie 
Other - af z 
Total Certified ¥ 86 55 


Dismissed arter Vote 
Ballot Choice 
Yes-No 5 56 60 


Choice between 
2 unions ri 17 18 


Other Pes Bg os 


= 
~) 
oe) 
~] 
ee) 


Total Dismissed 


GRAND TOTAL: 
Certification Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 
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(1) See Explanatory Notes, April 1960 Report, Page 3 
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REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 


Disposition March ist le months of fiscal year 
1961 O-61 59-60 


Respondent Union Successful* 


CLC 4 6 5 
Other - 3 fe 
Total 4 9 5 


Respondent Union Unsuccessful 


Cle ~ 9 20 
Other iy mM 
Total 4 13 eu 


GRAND TOTAL: 


| = 
Ae) 
DO 


a) 


*In terminating proceedings where a vote is taken, the appli- 
cant is a group of employees, or the employer; the incumbent 
union is thus the respondent. 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING MARCH 1960 


Bargaining Agents Certified During March 
No Vote Conducted 


268-60-R: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 

and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) (Applicant) 
v. Chrysler Corporation of Canada (parts depot, township of 
Etobicoke) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its parts depot in 
the township of Etobicoke, save and except supervisors, persons 
above the rank of supervisor, despatch clerk, office employees, 
and security guards." (21 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The applicant presented evidence that more 
than fifty-five per cent of the employees in the 
bargaining unit were members of the applicant at the 
material times fixed in accordance with The Labour 
Relations Act and the Board's Rules of Procedure. 


A group of 13 employees submitted to the 
Board a statement in writing indicating their desire 
to make representations to the Board in opposition to 
the application and they appeared at the hearing by a 
representative, namely Perez, who originated and cir- 
culated the document. Some of these employees had 
also signed membership cards and paid fees to the 
applicant union. 


The applicant made allegations of improper 
conduct on the part of representatives of management 
which, it submitted, had a bearing on the weight which 
the Board should give to the statement of desire 
referred to in paragraph 4. 


At the hearings, evidence was adduced by all 
parties under oath on these allegations and an 
opportunity was afforded to counsei and to the repre- 
sentatives of the parties to examine and cross- 
examine witnesses. 


Evidence was presented of certain interviews 
with, and statements made to, employees in the bar- 
gaining unit by two supervisors who acted on instruc- 
tions from their superiors. 
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Counsel for the respondent submitted that the 
question for the Board was whether management 
made to the employees any untrue statement or 
used undue influence, intimidation, threats or 
made any promise of anything. In effect, he 
asked the Board to determine that the state- 
ments made to the employees were permissible by 
virtue of the recent amendments to what is now 
section 48 of The Labour Relations Act. 


Section 48 is couched in broad terms and it 
is impossible, and probably unwise, to attempt at 
this time to spell out in detail what an employer 
may or may not do in compliance with the section. 
Kach case will obviously turn on its own peculiar 
facts. Some of the factors that may have to be 
taken into account may be whether the views ex- 
pressed to the employees were communicated to 
each of them privately or to the employees in a 
group, whether the employees were in fact free to 
attend or not to attend to hear the expression of 
views, whether the views were expressed in reply 
to some statement of the union or consisted of 
comments made 'at large! as to the desirability 
of the employees joining a unit or any particular 
union, whether employees were urged or advised, 
either expressly or impliedly, to notify the 
Board of their opposition to the union, or whether t 
the employees were asked about their sympathies in 
respect to the union or about their membership or 
non-membership. 


In the instant case, for the reasons set 
out below, it is unnecessary for us to go into any 
of the questions posed above, and we therefore ex- 
press no opinion as to whether the interviews 
between management and the employees were proper or 
improper. We are called upon here to deal with a 
situation where McAfee, one of the supervisors, and 
admittedly a person acting on behalf of the employer, 
interfered in the selection or representation of the 
employees by the applicant union by giving specific 
assistance and advice to Perez in connection with 
the preparation and circulation of the statement of 
desire. Such assistance and advice does not con- 
stitute 'an expression of views' and therefore does 
not fall within the protection of the amendment to 
section 48 to the effect that ‘nothing in this 
section shall be deemed to deprive an employer of 
his freedom to express his views'. 
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Having regard to these findings, we do not 
deem it necessary in this case to seek the con- 
firmatory evidence of a representation vote. A 
certificate will issue to the applicant." 


277-60-R: International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
(Applicant) v. Elmira Public Utilities Commission (Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent save and except super- 
intendent, persons above the rank of superintendent and office 
staff." (4 employees in the unit) 


294-60-R: International Association of Bridge, Structural 
and Ornamental Iron Workers, Local 765 (Applicant) v. Montreal 
Forged Products Limited (Ottawa and Eastview) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Ottawa and Eastview, 
engaged in the erection and installation of ornamental aluminum 
and iron work and other metal structures, save and except fore- 
men and persons above the rank of foreman." 

(11 employees in the unit) 





437-60-R: Local Union 633, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, AFL-CIO (Applicant) v. D& J 
Meat Market (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except owner-manager, office staff and 
persons employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 
(3 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity, the Board 
finds that Fred Jedrzejak is an employee of the 
respondent included in the bargaining unit." 


445-60-R: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2693, of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Allan Maunula and Paul Maunula (in its woods 
operation in the Rae Lake area described in License to cut 
Crown timber #D 641 and in the Seine River area described in 
License to cut Crown timber #D 1484, and in the Quetico Park 
area described in Licenses to cut Crown timber #D 1509 and 

D 1848) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its woods operation 
in the Rae Lake area described in License to cut Crown timber 
#D 641 and in the Seine River area described in License to cut 
Crown timber #D1484, and in the Quetico Park area described in 
Licenses to cut Crown timber #D 1509 and D 1848, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
sales staff, retail store employees, scalers and tallymen." 
(76 employees in the unit) 
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480-60-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehouse- 
men and Miscellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. Bulk-Lift 
Systems Limited (Toronto) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (10 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows; 


"Mr, Mortson, one of the two witnesses who 
testified on behalf of the group of employees, 
admitted that he and eight other employees met 
with Mr. Stott, the president of the respondent 
company, in his office late in the afternoon of 
January 25th, 1961. 


Mr. Mortson explained that he arranged this 
meeting with Mr. Stott on behalf of the employees 
because some employees felt that they might have 
acted too hastily in joining the union. He 
stated that the employees wished to talk the 
matter over with Mr. Stott so that they could 
get his views before discussing it among them- 
selves. The meeting with Mr. Stott, in his 
office, lasted approximately three-quarters of 
an hour. Mr. Stott then withdrew from his 
office and the employees remained in the office 
and continued their meeting for approximately 
two hours, during which time they made the 
decision to submit the petition opposing the 
certification of the applicant, to the Board. 


Mr. Mortson explained that he prepared the 
petition at his home that same evening after the 
meeting. Next morning, January 26th, he met with 
seven of the employees in the foreman's office 
where these persons then signed the petition. 
This meeting, he states, had been arranged by the 
employees the previous evening to take place, as 
it did, before the arrival of the foreman. Also 
in accordance with an arrangement made on the 
night before with another employee, he then 
took the petition and left it in the drawer of 
the desk of this other employee so that this 
person, who had not then reported for work, 
could sign it when he came to work later that 
day. In the afternoon of the same day this 
particular employee showed Mr. Mortson the 
petition which then’ contained the addicional 
signature of this employee, plus one other. 
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This employee then placed the petition in a 
sealed envelope addressed to the Board and 
gave it to another person to mail at the 

Post Office. Some time during the morning 
of January 26th and after the seven employees 
had signed the petition, a group of employees 
advised the foreman that they had decided to 
send in the document opposing the certifi- 
cation of the applicant. According to Mr. 
Mortson, after the document had been sent to 
the Board, the president, Mr. Stott, spoke 

to the employees and expressed his thanks to 
them 'for their vote of confidence'. 


On the basis of the evidence before 
us, we are not satisfied that the petition 
reflects the free and voluntary wishes of the 
employees uninfluenced by any interference, 
Support or assistance on the part of manage- 
ment. 


In the result, therefore, we are un- 
able to hold that the petition weakens the 
union's evidence of membership so as to re- 
quire the Board to seek the confirmatory 
evidence of a representation vote." 


564-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 

America, Local 2965 (Resilient Floor Workers Section 
eae: v. O. H. Evans and Sons Limited (Toronto 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Toronto engaged in the installation of 
draperies and similar furnishings, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, and office and sales 
staff." (16 employees in the unit) 

(Unit agreed to by the parties) 


578-60-R: Local Union 2095 of the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. The Public 
Utilities Commission of the Town of Trenton (office employees, 
Town of Trenton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office employees of the respondent, save and 
except the manager, the confidential secretary to the manager, 
the accountant-office supervisor, and persons regularly 
employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 

(6 employees in the unit) 
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579-60-R: Local Union 2095 of the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. The Public 
Utilities Commission of the Town of Trenton (Town of Trenton) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent save and except fore- 
men, persons above the rank of foreman, office staff and 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week." (20 employees in the unit) 





592-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
700 (Applicant) v. Dominion Tar & Chemical Company Limited 
(Hamilton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed in the boiler room 
of the respondent at Hamilton, save and except the chief 
engineer." (4 employees in the unit) 





602-50-R: International Chemical Workers Union, A.F. of L., 
C.1.0. C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Dominion Tar and Chemical Company 
Limited (Hamilton) (Respondent) v. International Union of 
Operating Engineers, Local 700 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hamilton, save and 
except stationary engineers employed in its boiler room, 
office staff, foremen and persons above the rank of foreman." 
(14 employees in the unit) 





604-60-R: General Truck Drivers! Union Local 938 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Moore's 
Coal and Wood Yard (Belleville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Belleville, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(4 employees in the unit) 


625-60-R: Bakery & Confectionery Workers! International Union 
of America, Factory Bakers Union, Local 264 (Applicant) v. 
Salada-Shirriff-Horsey Ltd. (Alliston plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Alliston, save and 
except foremen, foreladies, and persons above the rank of 
foreman or forelady, stationary engineers and office staff." 
(78 employees in the unit) 


634-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
Applicant) v. Salada-Shirriff-Horsey Limited (Alliston) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the respondent 
in its power plant at Alliston, save and except the chief 
engineer." (4 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 




























a Bt Rap ee eh 


' j ae | : 
aot “pee A ‘ane r mS pa 


| i ¥ . a poncs a : er a ego 4 5 J I TA ie 
yes ce “a Ye 4 to hv pre ar a r at ha 
ae > ‘hae ny he ‘ 








hie 
hae 


y) 

4 
fg 

’ . 


a 





j By J 
thi 


. ' A, . 
pag Bi Pols Al 


oi ] - 
bbl! ihe 
ce bx fh 


fanol diaankgnd oe ag 19 dota ao : it 
bortmhl eosin saa sia “eT aC sbaceuea) 
| Ge oA). "oat 


ett Kawau bcs even Sea 
pns Vieds soli le it 
tay eavod 4S edd eon 


« 
ome 


' 


gmaot seliod at cid ad beyo py Siena viennontagn, ite” 
teins ate Jasoxe Die aves sos. Sil te: dannncakne 4 


ftiny, acy Ak nuevo tigers: 6) oan 


(Al Ye 14.8 (eke etaaison: Levante [kere tht dot H 
siamecnane fe fsoimet> ins cet iyo LitSiiend . Vv (gaendtedqs) Ra Fe i 
o dois Usnoliewrenl  .¥ Csine Pooce wh) nies Dual} way kann 

(yur nusoly GOS [hood ,areenlyod 2 om 


bad even Hod, Lael). 26) orl sycveren yt ‘wid lo .84agyorome fis" ein” a 
Noose Sol£o0 22 at beyolaas: einen % Sant IGIM scoens 


oped? to waet ots BPOde Rapeset bad aoeb to? . aye woke ; 


Coleus! SHY al Aoeyo, ame 4) . 
4 ‘ 7 - ‘ V9 
begelr(itin We Lanai meta ‘atavis i WMT: Fees) the -O3s od, ‘ 


sapmyetwedd . 4aoJemeel to DootiedtsoNr [aackoantatnl Sil’ 
ig tanoom \v (duaullagh) soba 26 etegtien Dae com aac 


iCoougeoyhat) Caliives (98) baat boow bra i god 


Otis } 


» ‘ r 9 | 
Onis 3H Oo" ne Qiat) TMORANGaG SL. Shiv te Oy 4 ae ea |} tp es | 4 
SMOFISe .ORes IQSVRT HAN VV AR Bs fivoliw. to tuo ett OW | i 


Me wie subiie hay nono Lo cet sit evade a, 
(oth, ant aosyolemp e 


inhi f anos jack Sf f } -, a; tell ¥"} 3476) bye s ib ki {st 7 + AL SLE ot icDd-aSe ‘ 
' ol! Ore oDae nant. M9 taoad (aodal, swingin tus «cote, te 
{ioasineqaeh)) (sneig ote sith) bIT Yoateii- tT 111 idee shelse 





i ' : i] 
és, SVee .Wotetiéa oo’ shobaenehy Che In souvolams fie" t3i0U- . 
to NOR 8s eVYOUSR PAOR te Oia MOLE STG s. Kons tO ys JQepKS. 
yy kD ttto bag gysetiany Voewloaia. .gealave) to. enBwes 

(Bie wid one ER ayy 
S4Y ioe poaiwnvud? io. nocd nakpenso afl : 
(nove tira) rtahaaa te Cums LileUMe abate? .¥ tenes ! 
« (eiebnogsel 
ine a " 
Jhahangess Sit co NS Lene ery at Goce lean qundottads fia” is i 
bolded. od .sa00ns Baooovhbe (aOTeLilé 32 oneky AaWOt Cu: 


ideal ony me Sow Lepas «) D  Mesatane: | ; 
ewe a teiag ak bAodem sd ‘howrobny pees at y) 


. } 7 yy 


a; 
j _ ou. On eee 
| owes 


- 43h . 


"The representative of the group of 
employees of the respondent who had filed 
a statement of desire to make represent- 
ations to the Board in opposition to this 
application, withdrew the objections of 
the group of employees." 


638-60-R: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 183 (Applicant) v. Marino 
Construction Company Limited (within the boundaries of the 
Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, and the Town of Richmond 
Hill) (Respondent). 


Unit #1: "all construction labourers employed by the respondent 
Within the boundaries of the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, 
Save and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank 

of non-working foreman." 10 employees in the unit) 

(Certificate granted to this unit) 


Unit #2: "all construction labourers employed at the Town of 
Richmond Hill, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." (6 employees in the unit} 


(Certificate granted to this unit) 


644-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 

America, Local 2486 (Applicant) v. Cecchetto & Sons Ltd. 
erage a radius of 35 miles of the Sudbury Federal Building) 
Respondent). 





Unit: "all millwrights and millwright apprentices in the employ 
of the respondent within a radius of 35 miles of the Sudbury 
Federal Building, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." (4 employees in the unit) 





648-60-R: Office Employes International Union, Local 343 
(Applicant) v. International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local Union 
#880 (Windsor) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all clerical office employees of the respondent at 
Windsor." (2 employees in the unit) 


657-60-R: London Typographical Union No. 133 (Applicant) Wie 
Lawson & Jones, Limited (London) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, engaged in 
composing room work, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(14 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 
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"For the purposes of clarity the 
Board declares that, under the circumstances 
of this case, proof readers are employees of 
the respondent included in the bargaining 
Uni. 


672-60-R: The National Union of Public Employees, C.L.C. 
Applicant) v. The Municipality of The Town of Brampton 
Town of Brampton, County of Peel) (Respondent) v. Local 

Union 636 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 

Workers (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week, subdivision inspectors and students hired for the 
school vacation period." (22 employees in the unit) 





687-60-R: International Hod Carriers! Building & Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local No. 1059, London 
(Applicant) v. Anglin-Noreross (Ontario) Limited (at the 
Ontario Hospital Project near Goderich in the County of 
Huron) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers employed by the respondent 
at the Ontario Hospital Project near Goderich in the County 
of Huron, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(7 employees in the unit) 


698-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Canada Grading and Structures Ltd. 
(Homer Street Bridge Project at St. Catharines) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices employed 
by the respondent at its Homer Street Bridge Project at 

St. Catharines, save and except non-working foremen, and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(49 employees in the unit) 





699-50-R: American Federation of Grain Millers International 
Union AFL-CIO, CLC (Applicant) v. Pillsbury Canada Ltd. 
(Midland plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the laboratory in 
its plant at Midland, save and except supervisors and persons 
above the rank of supervisor." (5 employees in the unit) 





700-60-R: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union, 
No. 047, of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. 
Producers Dairy Limited (Ottawa plant and its Brockville 
Depot) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all ice cream driver-salesmen of the respondent 
employed at or working out of its Ottawa plant and its 
Brockville Depot save and except foremen, persons above 

the rank of foreman and persons presently bound by sub- 
Sisting collective agreements binding upon the respondent." 
(5 employees in the univ) 


714-60-R: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938, Toronto, 
Ontario, Canada, affiliated to the International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers (Applicant) 
v. Brink's Express Company of Canada (Sudbury) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Sudbury, save and 
except dispatchers and persons above the rank of dispatcher." 
(2 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that cashiers are excluded from the 
bargaining unit.” 


737-60-R: Printing Specialties & Paper Products Union, Local 
H6O6 (Applicant) v. St. Lawrence Corporation Limited (Bag 
Division at Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Bag Division 
at Metropolitan Toronto, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and office and sales staff." 

(16 employees in the unit) 


751-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
fmerica ALP,L. C.1\0, Cal.Ce (Applicant) vy. Anglin-Norcrdss 
(Ontario) Ltd. (Ontario Hospital Project near Goderich in 
the County of Huron) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices employed 
by the respondent at the Ontario Hospital Project near 
Goderich in the County of Huron, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 
(11 employees in the unit) 


Board Member D.B. Archer dissented and said: 


"T dissent insofar as the description 
Of the bareaining unlc 2s concerned: «1 
would have issued an area certificate." 


752-60-R: Canadian Guards Association fey aaat v. Rothmans 
of Pall Mall Canada Limited (Metropolitan Toronto 

(Respondent) v. International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 796 (Intervener). 
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Unit: "all security guards of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except the chief security officer and 
persons above the rank of chief security officer." 

(5 employees in the unit) 


770-60-R: National Union of Public Employees, C.L.C. (Local 
308) (Applicant) v. The Board of Education For The Township 
of Etobicoke (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in the 
operation of school buses save and except foremen and persons 
above the rank of foreman." (4 employees in the unit) 


778-60-R: International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (U.A.W.) 
(Applicant) v. Imperial School Desks Limited (at its plant at 
Petrolia) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Petrolia, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office staff." (12 employees in the unit) 





779-60-R: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
West Bend Aluminum Co. (Canada) Ltd. (at its plant at Barrie) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Barrie, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office and sales staff." (36 employees in the unit) 


20,485-60-R: Hotel Motel & Restaurant Employees Union Local 
Noe 899.0 A Pur .-Corsor-cyn. cy (Applicant) v. Pitt (Street 
Hotel Co. Ltd. (at its King George Hotel at Cornwall) 
(Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at its 

King George Hotel at Cornwall, save and except manager, persons 
above the rank of manager, office staff and persons regularly 
employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 

(25 employees in the unit) (Unit agreed to by the parties) 





Certified Subsequent to Pre-hearing Vote 


495-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. E.S. & A. Robinson (Canada) Limited (Boiler 
house, Leaside) (Respondent) v. International Union of 
Operating Engineers Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed by the respondent 
in its boiler house at Leaside, save and except the chief 
engineer." (6 employees in the unit) 
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Number of names on revised 

@ligibility list 6 
Number of ballots cast 6 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 6 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


496-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
Applicant) v. Canadian General-Tower Limited (Galt) 
Respondent) v. Canadian Resin Workers Union, Division No 1 
N.C.C.L.) (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and their helpers in the 
employ of the respondent at Galt, save and except the chief 
engineer and persons above the rank of chief engineer." 

(9 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on revised 

elizeioivity List 9 
Number of ballots cast 9 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 9 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of National Union of 

Operating Engineers, of Canada, 

Local 851, of the United Construction 

Workers, Affiliated to the United 

Mine Workers of Canada O 


581-S60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. W. R. Grace and Company of Canada Limited 
Cryovac Division (Township of anna (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed primarily in the 
boiler room, save and except the chief engineer, other foremen 
and persons above the rank of foreman at the respondent's 
premises on Dixie Road in the Township of Toronto." 

(4 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

fevour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of International Union 

of Operating Engineers, 

Local 796. 0 
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Certified Subsequent to Post-hearing Vote 


361-650-R: International Hod Carriers Building and Common 

Laborers! Union of America, Local 607 (Applicant) v. Moland 

Masonry Contractors (geographical district of Thunder Bay) 
is abe a v. Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2693 
Intervener ). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent in the geographical district of Thunder Bay, save 
and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 


non-working foreman." (8 employees in the unit) 
Number on revised voters! list 6 
Number of ballots cast 6 
Number of ballots markea in 
favour of applicant Py 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener 1 


4O01-60-R: American Federation of Grain Millers International 
Union AFL-CIO, CLC (Applicant) v. Ralston Purina Company of 
Canada Limited (Township of Toronto plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in the 
Township of Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above 


the rank of foreman, office and sales staff and stationary 
N 





engineers. (35 employees in the unit). 
Number of names on revised voters! list 344 
Number of ballots cast 34 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 26 
Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant 8 


498-60-R: Independent Union of Watercraft (Applicant) v. 
Watercraft Industries Limited (Peterborough) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Peterborough, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman. 
and office staff." (95 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 56 
Number of ballots cast 54 
Number of spoiled ballots ar 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 36 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant iW 


arr we 4 


pis 
4 | TY. y Le » u> rn 4 , oe ray 
is , ia es ie be ay “ 7 nr 
: ia art, ay iy ar oath Bf 
agree ‘a % N ares , ae 


sey mae } bagi 
; Mid 






































“panto .¥ i your a | 
nee nebo? ‘1a ee Eb | en ney on 
£ fevol ,notal seo ita | TOCMAL 


V8 er abOUEe Io dpkwwale vont ett een 
Yo AnBi ony doh wciomnE nity ine nity t4 aa 


a “geal 'SiLsTOV bidtele ao coum > Len 
Q Jago seolied “Ic asda | 
at iesteem evoliad to asdau | 
¢ tneoligqge to tuove? een ee 
| At Dwitem Biol ies ‘io sede > oS oe 
f SOMOVERIAE "TO “AIOVAT oa 


fonaidentotnl aief Lin Bees io Aotag ste Shi LRA, sB08- ae 
to Yonago) Antwwd giogeler .¥ (jek gaa) wy .OLDed 7 


»(tnebnog an) (saps 4 OFNOWT. IO ciderweT ) tad Lnkl shane. iaoP 


eid al taslq ett 7&8, soeonoyss nig to aoeyolume tra" pe a 
avoadsS eno@dad  aiMieIa) Fquaxs Loe SVE otaowet lo qideaw 
eyusnoliasa bie TISte Saiee wits eOlhiO. ,uansIoO? do wes oA 


‘dtw odd ob esayodqme Ge)” -erwenlade 7 oe 
‘eS 
Be Jali Bud bine Pesivet no seten to .sdawH 7. oo 
He, gon Boot iad Yo tedaan | a 
ai bavuam edoffea Yo “idm | 7 
as : tnposL ques 1D  TUOVEL (Ae _. 
“se Lotte AlSoLiLae To 1sclaoWl | 


g JieoL edges Oo heaoggo 
v (trootfagh) ttsuyineaw to acta) vnebnoyebal 1h -0C 
(tnebaode sit) } (dguoncds0ded) bt nearer, gaitgenbal ¢ S19 teu 


Agvoiediasel Je UMomio gees aly Eee Ce ap - Be ol c yay Tie” shew 
 pemetio? Jo weet adi. GVO0US Engr ie va JTQ9SAS DAS BVBE = 
(din #87 ne Bhoy OL ge ee) , tindé’ $olite G68 F, 


> arvo1 fo -e¢aen ‘lo isdauy 

' ve | dats yiiligtaht 
be ; br | gaso adoiic# “lo yedman 
aioliog fhoilogs lo tedmpn 
at hevtam stol Lao to ‘pov 


i" RS har gipstiqgd To “aevet 
48 fesitam etollad. lo todmat niet, 
ne ai | armed 08 bad Paphane ue) 


iy } : ; ‘ha “nn 
: ‘ : é aa ie Mie vs 
f ae ‘ 
ay - : 7 ot - 2 Fi + PP a 
pk The as a 
' Vy ’ 7. hae ne i. . 1 Ty & a 


- 440 - 


20,291-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Adelaide & Peter Buildings Limited (Commodore 
Building, Toronto) (Respondent) v. International Union of 
Operating Engineers Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers, employed by the respondent at the 
Commodore Building in Toronto, save and except the chief 
engineer." (3 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on 

oi Oi a Ju WD ht acl FS 5 
Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour, or applicant me 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


Applications for Certification Dismissed no Vote Conducted 


4O7-60-R: Canadian Textile Council (Applicant) v. Harding 
Carpets Limited (Carpet Yarn Mill, Guelph) (Respondent) v. 
National Union of Operating Engineers of Canada (Intervener) 
v. Textile Workers! Union of America, South Western Ontario 
Textile Joint Board, and its Local Number 741 (Intervener). 
(146 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


bs The applicant has applied for certification 

as bargaining agent for a unit consisting of 
employees of the respondent in its carpet yarn mill 
at Guelph with certain exceptions not here relevant. 


fo The employees in this proposed unit are 
currently bound by a collective agreement between 
the respondent company and one of the interveners 
in this application, namely the Textile Workers 
Union of America, South Western Ontario Textile 
Joint Board, and its Local Number 741. ‘The res- 
pondent and this intervener contend that the 
agreement is also binding on certain employees in 
what may for convenience be referred to as the 
worsted yarn mill at Guelph. 


ce The applicant bases its argument as to the 
appropriateness of the bargaining unit on two 
grounds: 


(a) that the employees in the worsted yarn 
mill are not employees of the respondent 
in the instant case but rather the 
employees of Newlands-Harding Yarns Limited; 
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(b) that, even if the Board were to hold 
that the employees in the worsted yarn 
mill are in fact employees of the res- 
pondent, nevertheless the relationship 
between the employees in the two mills 
is such that the Board should not 
apply its decision in an earlier Hard- 
ing Carpets Case (File No. 9308-55) in 
which it found in effect that the em- 
ployees in the carpet yarn. mill and in 
the worsted yarn mill formed one unit. 


(4) After having given careful consideration to the 
evidence adduced and to the arguments of counsel and 
of the representatives of the parties, the Board finds 
that the employees in the worsted yarn mill are em- 
ployees of the respondent. 


(5) The Board further finds that the evidence 
adduced as to the changes in the operation of the two 
mills is not sufficient, having regard to the bargain- 
ing history with respect to the employees in the two 
mills; to warrant the Board reaching a dgiferent con- 
clusion as to the composition of the appropriate bar- 
gaining unit in this case from that which it reached 
in the previous Harding Carpets Case (File No. 


9308-55). 
The application is accordingly dismissed." 


656-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
Americag. AcE vIn °C.1,0.0 C.LlvC.) (Applicant) iwi. \Anelin-Norcross 
(Ontario) Ltd. (County of Huron) (Respondent) (12 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The documentary evidence of membership in 
the applicant in this matter was filed with the: 
Board after the terminal date set for this appli- 
cation by the Registrar. Having regard to the 
provisions by section 50 of the Board's Rules of 
Procedure, this application is dismissed." 


738-60-R: The Canadian Iron Workers Union (Applicant) v. 
Dominion Structural Steel Limited (Rexdale) (Respondent) v. 
International Association of Bridge Structural & Ornamental 

Iron Workers Local 743 (Intervener) v. International Association 
of Bridge Structural & Ornamental Iron Workers Local 721 
(Intervener) v. Sheet Metal Workers! International Association, 
Local Union #30 (Intervener). 
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Unit: all erection men in the employ of the respondent in 
its Disher Steel Division at the Township of Etobicoke who 
work outside the shop, save and except non-working foremen 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(18 employees) 


Certification Dismissed subsequent to Pre-Hearing Vote 


346-60-R: Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) v. 
Carling Breweries Limited (Boiler room and compressor room, 
Windsor) (Respondent) v. Local 944, International Union of 
Operating Engineers (Intervener). 


Voting Constituency: "all stationary engineers and persons 
primarily engaged as their helpers employed by the respondent 
in its boiler room and compressor room at Windsor, Ontario, 
Save and except assistant chief engineer and chief engineer.' 
(10 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


ae The applicant has filed a statement of 
objections and desire to make representations 
with the Board within the time fixed under sub- 
section 2 of section 44 of the Board's Rules of 
Procedure following the taking of the pre-hearing 
representation vote pursuant to the Board's dir- 
ection of January 25, 1961 in this matter. 


2. With respect to the allegation that the 
applicant's name appeared on the ballot ina 
manner inconsistent with the understanding 
arrived at during the meeting at which voting 
arrangements were made, we are of the opinion 
that in all the circumstances this objection is 
without merit. 


cc The applicant also alleges that the 
intervening union violated the no-propaganda 
rule by distributing propaganda and election- 
eering during the 72 hour period immediately 
preceding the taking of tne vote. The only 
evidence in support of this allegation is two 
statutory declarations by employees, together 
with a letter addressed to one of the employees. 
The letter is not identified in or made an ex- 
hibit to the statutory declaration. This Board 
has long taken the position that it will not act 
on statutory declarations in matters of this kind. 
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However, a representative of the intervening 
union went into the witness box and testified 
that he personally mailed, at a postal sub- 
station in Toronto, certain electioneering 
material between 7:45 and 7:50 p.m. on the 
evening of February 3rd. He also testified 
that there was a pickup from the substation 
at S p.m. and again at 12 midnight and that, 
in his experience, letters mailed before 8 
p.m. were normally received the next day in 
Windsor. The no-propaganda period commenced 
at 12 midnight on February 4th. 


Epy While in the Cyanamid of Canada Ltd., Case, 
O.L.R.B. Monthly Report, August 1959, page 176, 
the Board noted the dangers of sending propa- 
ganda by mail at a time close to the commence- 
ment of the no-propaganda rule (see also the 
Wilcolator (Canada) Ltd. Case, O.L.R.B,. 

Monthly Report, October 1959, page 245) in this 
case the only evidence of which the Board is 
able to take cognizance is that the propaganda 
was sent prior to the commencement of the no- 
propaganda period and would normally be received 
at a time before the expiry of the propaganda 
period. 


Bs In matters of this kind the onus is on the 
party objecting to the vote to satisfy the Board 
that an irregularity has taken place. In the 
circumstances outlined above, the Board is un- 
able to say that it is satisfied that an irregu- 
larity has occurred and the objections of the 
applicant must therefore be dismissed." 


Number of names on eligibility list 9 
Number of ballots cast 9 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener s 


Certification Dismissed subsequent to Post-Hearing Vote 


68-60-R: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union #647 
Applicant) v. Pocock Dairy Limited, Brampton, Ontario 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Brampton, save and 
except office staff, route supervisors, foremen, persons 
above the rank of route supervisor and foreman.” 

(14 employees in the unit) 
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On February 6th, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record in part 
as follows: 


"The applicant union filed evidence of member- 
ship for nine of the fourteen persons included in 
the bargaining unit on the date of the application. 


A document submitted by the objectors as 
indicating opposition to the certification of the 
applicant, contains the signatures of ten persons 
all of whom, save one, are included in the bargain- 
ing unit. This person, who is not in the bargain- 
ing unit, is a foreman exercising managerial 
functions and on the evidence was the sixth person 
to subscribe his name to the document. His signa- 
ture appears in the column of ten signatures as 
the sixth down from the first and the evidence 
indicates that he in fact signed the document after 
and not in the presence of the five persons whose 
Signatures precede his. 


Apart from the bare fact of the foreman sign- 
ing the document, there is no evidence whatever 
from which it could be found or reasonably in- 
ferred that management participated in the origin- 
ation, preparation or circulation of the document. 
The question in issue, therefore, is what weight 
Should be given to the signatures to the document 
under the circumstances of this case when it has 
been signed by a representative of management. In 
the past, the Board has in some circumstances and 
particularly where it was otherwise satisfied with 
the identification of the signatures, given weight 
to so many of the signatures as it was satisfied 
were subscribed to the document prior in time to 
when it was signed by the management representative. 
It is our view that, in the circumstances of the 
instant case, we must give weight to such of the 
Signatures as are material and which precede that 
of the signature of the foreman. In this respect, 
there is sufficient "overlap" among the first five 
Signatures on the document to bring the number of 
unchallanged union membership cards to less than 
fifty-five per cent of the employees in the bar- 
gaining unit." 


Board Member G. Russell Harvey dissented and said: 
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"I dissent. Although there is no evidence 
to indicate any interest or activity on the 
part of the foreman with respect to the doc- 
ument before he signed it, it is reasonable to 
assume under the circumstances of this case, 
that since the foreman signed the document at 
an early stage in its circulation, his views 
were known to all concerned. I would, there- 
fore, not give weight to the document and would 
grant certification to the applicant." 


Number on revised voters! list 14 
Number of ballots cast 14 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 10 


460-GO-R: Fuel, Bus, Limousine, Petroleum Drivers and 

Allied Employees Local Union No. 352, affiliated with the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehouse- 
men and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Vigor Oil Company 
(Oshawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Oshawa, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman and office staff." (17 employees in the unii 





Number on revised eligibility list 17 
Number of ballots cast L7 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 6 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to.applicant at 


508-60-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union AFL: 
CIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Mike's Super market Limited (Retail 
stores, Timmins) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its retail stores 
in Timmins, save and except store managers, persons above the 
rank of store manager, office staff, persons regularly em- 
ployed for not more than 24 hours per week and students hired 
for the school vacation period." (42 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on revised eligibility list 45 
Number of ballots cast 4o 
Number of ballots marked in 


favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant 35 


Ballots segregated and 
not counted S 
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APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING MARCH 1960 


593-60-R: Canadian Iron Workers Union (Applicant) v. Powers 
Steel Construction Company (Toronto) (Respondent). 
(8 employees) 


658-60-R: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) v. 
Hamilton Health Association (Hamilton) (Respondent). 
(272 employees) 


688-60-R: International Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
Laborers! Union of America, Local 607 (Applicant) v. McNamara 
Construction Co. Ltd. (District of Thunder Bay) (Respondent). 
(6 employees) 


753-60-R: Wood Wire & Metal Lathers Int. Union Local 97b 
(Applicant) v. Metro Lathing & Insulating (within a 25 mile 
radius of Toronto) (Respondent) (11 employees) 


758-60-R: Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paperhangers 
of America (Applicant) v. Service Glass Ltd. (Toronto) 
Cee v. Canadian Glassworkers Union (Intervener) 

9 employees) 


759-60-R: Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paper- 

hangers of America (Applicant) v. Pilkington Glass Ltd. 27 
Mer er St., Toronto Re eae v. Canadian Glassworkers 

Union (Intervener) (16 employees) 


760-60-R: Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paper- 
hangers of America (Applicant) v. Consolidated Glass (Toronto) 
eee. v. Canadian Glassworkers Union (Intervener) 

16 employees) 


761-60-R: Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paper- 
hangers of America (Applicant) v. Advance Glass, 26 Clayson 
Rd., Weston (Respondent) v. Canadian Glassworkers Union 
(Intervener) (24 employees) 


762-60-R: Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paper- 
hangers of America (Applicant) v. Pilkington Glass (Leaside) 
or eane v. Canadian Glassworkers Union (Intervener) 

70 employees) 


846-60-R: International Association of Machinists (Applicant) 
v. Lanark Manufacturing Limited (Dunnville) (Respondent) 


(33 employees) 
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APPLICATIONS FOR TERMINATION OF BARGAINING RIGHTS DISPOSED OF 
DURING MARCH 1961 


48-60-R: The employees of Guelph Works of the Canadian 
General Electric Company who are engaged in the Methods, 
Planning and Time Standards departments (Applicant) v. Methods, 
Wage Rate and Senior Cost Technicians Association of Ontario, 
Local 166, American Federation of Technical Engineers, A.F. 

of L.-C.I.0. Guelph Branch (Respondent). (Granted) 

(15 employees) 


(Re: Canadian General Electric Company Limited, 
Guelph Works) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list LS 
Number of ballots cast 15 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 2 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent aN 


284-60-R: Employees Wesmak Lbr. Co. Ltd. cane tae ae 
Lumber & Sawmill Workers Union Local 2537 Respondent ) V 
Wesmak Lumber Co. Limited (Westree) (Intervener). (Dismissed) 
(70 employees). 


(Re: Wesmak Lumber Co. Limited, 
Westree, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The respondent union (hereinafter called the 
union) and the intervener company (hereinafter 
called the company) entered into a collective agree- 
ment which was to bind them from August 11, 1958 to 
October 31, 1959, and from year to year thereafter 
subject to notice of ‘change or termination'. The 
union gave notice in writing of its desire to bar- 
gain on August 24, 1959. This notice was timely 
under the terms of the collective agreement but the 
company.,d1d no. reply to.it, > On October. 30,1959, 
an application for declaration terminating bargain- 
ing rights was made by an employee, Don Moore (who 
also represented the applicant employees at the 
hearing before the Board in the instant matter). 
This application was dismissed by the Board on 
September 15, 1960, and the union, on September 22, 
1960, gave a further notice in writing of its 
desire to bargain with the company. 
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On November 16, 1960, the company informed the 
union by letter that it was willing to meet with 
the union. However, on November 22, 1960, the 
company made an application for declaration term- 
inating bargaining rights. This application was 
heard by the Board on December 7, 1960, and was 
dismissed on December 7, 1960. On the day of 
the hearing, December 7, 1900, the union by 
letter requested the company to arrange a meet- 
ing for December 19, 1960. The company has not 
replied to this request and, on December 13, 
1900, the instant application for declaration 
terminating bargaining rights was made to the 
Board. At the hearing in this matter the Board 
was informed by the representative of the appli- 
cants that the document submitted in support of 
the application was prepared, and the signatures 
thereon obtained during November, 1960. 


The union submits that it has not had a 
proper opportunity to bargain with the company 
Since it gave notice of its desire to bargain in 
August, 1959, because of the successive appli- 
cations to terminate its bargaining rights. 


Section 77(2) (i) of The Labour Relations 
Act empowers the Board to refuse to entertain a 
new application by an unsuccessful applicant or 
by any of the employees affected by an unsuccess- 
ful application within any period not exceeding 
ten months from the date of dismissal of the un- 
successful application. The Board's views with 
respect to successive applications to displace 
or terminate a current and active collective 
bargaining relationship are stated in the 
Trinidad Leasehold Case (1949) C.C.H. Canadian 
Labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder 17,005; D.L.S. 
7-2107, Filey-Hall Case (1952) C.C.H. Canadian 
labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder 17037; C.L.S. 
76,349, Windsor Lumber Case (1958) C.C.H. Canadian 
Labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder, 16,104; 
C.L.S. 76-593, and Canadian Sealright Case (1959) 
C.C.H. Canadian Labour Law Reports, Transfer 
Binder, (16,0575 (CL. Sia 7os005. ) The Board is or 
the opinion that the abovenoted events bring the 
instant case within the principles laid down in 
these cases and that the respondent union has not 
been afforded a reasonable opportunity, between 
the date on which it gave notice of its desire to 
bargain and the date on which the instant appli- 
cation was made, to demonstrate its ability to 
bargain. 
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408-60-R: E. Portener (Applican 
and Paper Products Union Local 4 
(37 employees) 


t) v. Printing Specialties 
66 (Respondent). (Granted) 


(Re: Baker Paper Products Limited, 
Toronto, Ontario) 


Number of names on revised 

voters!’ dist 31 
Number of ballots cast Sk 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 6 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent 25 


550-60-R: Frame Neckwear Co. Limited (Applicant) v. Amalga- 
mated Clothing Workers of America (Respondent) (13 employees) 
(Granted) 


(Re: Frame Neckwear Co. Limited, 
Kitchener, Ontario) 


Number of names on revised eligibility list 12 
Number of ballots cast 12 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent eh 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent a) 


617-60-R: General Motors Products of Canada, Limited 
(Applicant) v. International Union United Automobile, Aircraft, 
Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) AFL-CIO 
(Respondent). (Granted) (18 employees) 


(Re: General Motors Products of Canada, Limited, 
London, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The bargaining rights of the respondent 
as bargaining agent for the employees affected 
by this application having been terminated on 
the application of Allan R. Grover, File No. 
580-60-R, this application is accordingly term- 
inated." 


649-60-R: John Wagner (Applicant) v. District 50 of the 
United Mine Workers of Ontario (Respondent) v. McKee Bros. 
Limited (Intervener). (Dismissed) (63 employees) 


(Re: McKee Bros. Limited, 
Elmira, Ontario) 
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The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


.  'fThe respondent and the 
intervener having entered into a collective 
agreement on the 2nd day of February, 1961, 
and the applicant having made application 
for a declaration terminating the bargain- 
ing rights of the respondent on February 
17, 1901, this application is untimely 
pursuant to section 43 (2) of The Labour 
Relations Act and is accordingly dismissed." 


694-60-R: The Lambton Motors Limited (Sarnia) (Applicant) v. 
International Association of Machinists (AFL - CIO - CLC) 
(Respondent). (Granted) (13 employees) 


(Re: The Lambton Motors Limited, 
Sarnia, Ontario) 


695-60-R: Bentein Brothers Limited (Sarnia) (Applicant) v. 
International Association of Machinists (AFL - CIO - CLC) 
(Respondent) (Granted) (5 employees) 


(Re: Bentein Brothers Limited, 
sarnia, Ontario 


801-60-R: McAuliffe-Grimes Limited (Ottawa) (Applicant) v. 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn) (5 employees) 


(Re: McAuliffe-Grimes Limited, 
Ottawa, Ontario) 


20,233-60: Employees of Hodgson's Steel & Iron Wks. Ltd. 
(Applicant) v. Shopmen's Local Union #734 of the International 
Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers 
(Respondent). (Granted) (33 employees) 


(Re: Hodgson's Steel & Iron Works Limited, 
Niagara Falls, Ontario) 


Number of names on revised 


elizibiidiy dist 38 
Number of ballots cast 38 
Number of ballots gpoiled 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 3 


Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to respondent 34 
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APPLICATIONS FOR EARLY TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT DISPOSED OF 
DURING MARCH 1961 


732-60-M: Eastwood Construction Company Limited (Peterborough) 
(Applicant) v. Local Union 1450, United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters and Joiners of America (Respondent). (Granted) 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFULE DISPOSED 
OF DURING MARCH 1961 


583-60-U: Industrial Wire and Cable Limited (Applicant) v. 
Local 24825 of the Canadian Labour Congress (Toronto) 
(Respondent). (Dismissed) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"It is clear that at the material times 
no collective agreement was in operation between 
the parties and, further, that the strike did 
not commence until more than seven days had el- 
apsed after the report of the conciliation board 
was released by the Minister to the parties (see 
phair 54, sub-section 2 of The Labour Relations 
Act). 


Some days before the commencement of the 
strike, a strike vote was taken by the respondent 
trade union by eeeret Daltot. ‘The only evidence 
adduced by the applicant in support of its appli- 
cation was with reference to a subsequent vote 
taken by the respondent among the applicant's 
employees on the day before the strike commenced. 
It 1s clear that this vote was taken in such a 
manner that a person expressing his choice could 
be identified with the choice expressed. The 
applicant contends that the subsequent vote was 
a strike vote within the meaning of section 54, 
subsection 3 of the Act and that the manner in 
which it was taken made the strike, which com- 
menced the next day, an unlawful strike. The 
respondent submits, inter alia, that the vote in’ 
question was not a strike vote. 








The Board finds it unnecessary to decide 
whether the subsequent vote was a strike vote. 
Assuming, but without deciding, that it was a 
Strike vote, the Board is of the opinion that a 
breach of section 54, subsection 3 does not make 
an otherwise lawful strike, unlawful within the 
meaning of The Labour Relations Act. 
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In the circumstances, therefore, this 
application is dismissed." 


741-60-U: DeLuca and Mascarin Masonry Contractors Limited 
(Toronto) (Applicant) v. A. Rocco, Marino Marcuzzi, Mario 
santin, Luciano Polesel, S. Nardi, M. Bonin and Mikelis 
Bruzis (Respondents). (Withdrawn) 


826-650-U: The Hydro Electric Power Commission of Ontario 
(Lakeview Project) (Applicant) v. The Allied Construction 
Council and International Association of Bridge, Structural 
and Ornamental Iron Workers (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 


a a ee es ne ns eer trent ae een pe SE a ERT ee ne Re RT 


MARCH 1961 


143-60-U: The General Contractors! Section of The Hamilton 
Construction Association and Builders! Exchange ssaeteonalde 
v. Hamilton Building Trades Council (Hamilton) (Respondent 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows; 


"The Board consents to the institution of a 
prosecution of the respondent for the following 
offence alleged to have been committed: that the 
respondent did contravene section 50 (now section 
55, (RY BO.) 19600 202) of The Labour Relations 
Act in that it did call or authorize an unlawful 
strike. 


The appropriate documents will issue." 


144-60-U: The General Contractors' Section of The Hamilton 
Construction Association and Builders! Exchange (Applicant) 
v. A. H. Davidson, C. Guagliano, D. McGregor (Hand eas | 
(Respondents). 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The material facts upon which the Board has 
based its decision in this case are in essence the 
same as those upon which it based its decision in 
another case (File 145-60-U) in consenting, on the 
application of the General Contractors' Section of 
the Hamilton Construction Association and Builders' 
Exchange, to the institution of a prosecution of 
A. H. Davidson, C: Guagliano and D. McGregor, for 
an alleged violation of section 50 (now section 55, 
R.S.O. 1960, ce. 202) of The Labour Relations Act. 
The authority of the Board to consent to the insti- 
tution of a prosecution of any persons for a con- 
travention of the Act is discretionary. 
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In the exercise of this discretion, the Board 
should take into account the purpose for which 

any provision of the legislation was enacted. 

In our opinion, section 5la (now section 57, 
R.S.0. 1960, c. 202) of the Act was not designed 
to impose an additional responsibility ona 

person. who could be held responsible under 

some other provision of the Act as it stood 

prior to the enactment ‘of section 5la; the pur- 
pose of the section was to impose responsi- 

bility upon certain persons who could not have 
been reached under the Act as it stood earlier. 
However, since in the absence of curial con- 
struction of the language of sections 50 (now 
section 55) and 5la ak section 57) of the Act, 
the Board cannot make any assumption as to whether 
the offence, if any, committed by the respondents 
falls within one section rather than the other, 
the Board should not, by confining its consent to 
the institution of a prosecution under one section 
alone jeopardize the applicant's entitlement to 
remedy if it has ‘one. / Having regard to: these cir- 
cumstances, the Board consents to the institution 
of a prosecution against the respondents for the 
following offence alleged to have been committed: 
that the respondents did contravene subsection 1 
of section 5la (now section 57, R.S.0. 1960, ¢. 202) 
of The Labour Relations Act. 


The appropriate documents will issue.” 


145-60-U: The General Contractors' Section of The 
Hamilton Construction Association and Builders' 
Exchange (Applicant) v. A. H. Davidson, C. Guagliano, 
D. McGregor (Hamilton) (Respondents). (Granted) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


The Board consents to the institution of 
a prosecution of the respondents for the following 
offence alleged to have been committed: that the 
respondents did contravene section 50 (now section 
55, R.S.O. 1960, c. 202) of The Labour Relations 
Act in that they did counsel an unlawful strike. 


The appropriate documents will issue." 


447-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2693 of the 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. McLeod and Halverson (Contractors) (Camp 107, 
Sapawe) (Respondent). 
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The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


SI In so far as the application concerns 
the discharge of Arnold Selman, the application 
is withdrawn by leave of the Board. 


ae In so far as the application concerns 

the discharge of Gunther Drew, the Board, having 
regard to the evidence. of Gunther Drew, is of 
opinion that leave should not be granted. The 
application is accordingly dismissed in so far 
as it relates to Gunther Drew. 


Sis In so far as the application concerns the 
discharge of Fritz Higgelke, the Board consents to 
the institution of a prosecution of the respondent 
for an alleged violation of section 50 (a) of The 
Labour Relations Act. 


dis The appropriate documents will issue with 
respect to the consent referred to in paragraph 3." 


633-60-U: Ellis-Don Limited (Kelloggs! Project in the City 
of London) (Applicant) v. Joe M. Jones (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn) 


726-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2537 of the 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America - AFL 
-CIO (Applicant) v. 0. G. Korpela (Sudbury) (Respondent) 
(Withdrawn ) 


727-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2537 of the 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 

-~ AFL-CIO (Applicant) v. Wesmak Lumber Company Limited (Sudbury) 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn) 





756-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2537 of the 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
Applicant) v. Island Lake Lumber Company Limited (Sudbury) 
Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


757-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2537 of the 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Viljo Korpela (Sudbury) (Respondent) (Withdrawn) 


802-60-U: The Sudbury and District General Workers! Union, 
Local 902 of the International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter 
Workers (Applicant) v. A. Silverman & Sons Limited (Sudbury) 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 65 (UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICE) 
DISPOSED OF DURING MARCH 1961 
219-60-U: United Cement, Lime and Gypsum Workers International 


Union, AFL-CIO-CLC (Complainant) v. Wilson Concrete Products 
Limited (Belleville Plant) (Respondent). 
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The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons accompanying this 
decision the complaint is dismissed." 


Board Member, E. Boyer said’ 


"TI would have ordered compensation and 
reinstatement of the three employees in 
question for my reasons accompanying this 
decision." 


237-60-U: United Packinghnouse, Food & Allied Workers 
(Complainant) v. Metropolitan Meat Packers Limited (Toronto) 


265-60-U: Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons International 
Association of the United States and Canada, Local 117-C 
(Complainant) v. Ontario Stress-Crete Company Limited 





(Re: Mario Carere, Salvatore Chirichella, Michele Longo, 
Antonio Lizzi, Nunziante Parente, Guiseppe Figliomeni, Luigi 
Fazio, Giovanni Berardi and Raffaele Barresse. ) 


- and - 
297-60-U: Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons International 


Pesociation of the United’ States and Canada; Local 117-¢ 
(Complainant) v. Ontario Stress-Crete Ccmpany Limited 








(Re: Giuseppe Figliomeni) 
THE ABOVE MATTERS ARE CONSOLIDATED 


451-60-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Complainant) v. A. Seigal Management Company (Toronto) re: 
Wilfred Levens, Ernest Armstrong Tate, Murray Tripp, and 
John Drew ; 


452-60-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Complainant) v. A. Seigal (Toronto) re: Wilfred Levens, 
Ernest Armstrong Tate, Murray Tripp and John Drew 


453-60-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Complainant) v. A. Seigal Management Company (Toronto) re: 
Wilfred Levens, Ernest Armstrong Tate, Murray Trip and John 
Drew 

























gat nso 95 ang c a - ~'S 
tpap tine he ot ines iz in note? sh 
} i eae 
oy oe ea oe 


‘“ 

yaa ol@eare nos buwebto svat ipdvoiw to 
nk hos yohome «ody! Set ‘To Jjramydndontey — 
SLHS QrilyrAgwe se sAowast vay 7a wiieeen 
Ut veptats 


exo’ beta @ badd Mody ateagt borin 
fathoinsd) botimhl ereviect Jeol nadfiogowet..V 


Tet otc “Si Jat sooesht. Jnaned oases suyrradeaels Witsr99d, 
-TLi 2800! .Bbeansy Bus Sosss vB Yin) of 79 10 Htokspisou AJ 
Sot hoi? yeeaamoy wir> YO-goutss ‘Ofsarn0 VV { snaritalagndd 

vi ) 


onnal aferiolé ,diLedeiinm sasseving st 7e oltbn, soft) 
igtul ,loomelbral oqygel (oimesée) ognbisn taehd olnodaa 
t gasetsg elLestian bas Liaeten liviaveryo .oLest 


iis = | 3 


Lario kiesnrts onl a 27 Hid Tipeeoes haa eas et a4 evive vedo {U-On~ TOS: 
=} - b ele i OL BAe? aaa i: cd =’ @s ha e ant a7} ens 6 anolletsors 


atimis yoanmed towxd-agi08 oftatad .v Granketqaeg) 4 


Cknemollyli sqqeartO ) aah 9 
GUAR LIOSHOO SHA ewetat svolal ake 


nt=ortarth gitdaien) ont i 1860): 00T 2U-0Oetee 
fen Lowngiet )} eae “as v wrap iret LOgkae «A. (peer l Bi Galo 
bas ,cahr? yvavuw i 28 + off Brats cua Jeon .6neVvel 23910 | 


word iio’ 


s.eninah apkisvoage Ie Aoka wAliansd cove 1U-Cd-Se8 
SOevat DStiiie 49% vex? Wo"to'8) Liaise. .A 2 OL cmt 
ws rt io tia qolv?- ys rio, sist acotsemiA Gan 
Gi?! nu ion ee Ty ap) ¢) a 56 neko nut Bas. sit ~3U- 


+ ie | (oan ae IT). Zita rane J kTa078 sane Feutese A 49 (Jake &19 
anol bas giv vrram RWaeNe HoeamuMaA Feiprsa: eV RL bottle 






~ 456 - 


454-60-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Complainant) v. Max Shacter (Toronto) re: Wilfred Levens, 
Ernest Armstrong Tate, Murray Tripp and John Drew, . 


455-60-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Complainant ) v. Atlantic Develooment and Investment 
Corporation Limited (Toronto), 


456-60-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Complainant) v. Carlton Towers Limited (Toronto) re: Wilfred 
Levens, Ernest Armstrong Tate, Murray Tripp and John Drew, 


457-60-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Com>:uinant) v. Two Carlton St. Limited (Toronto) re: Wilfred 
Lever -. Ernest Armstrong Tate, Murray Tripp and John Drew, 


5y4-60-U: United Steelworkers of America (Complainant) v. 
Winter Seal of Canada Limited (Toronto), 


601-60-U: London & District Buiiding Service Workers Union, 
Local 220 (Complainant) v. Saint Joseph Hospital (Sarnia) 


611-60-U: London & District Building Service Workers Union, 
Local 200 (Complainant) v. Saint Joseph Hospital (Sarnia) re; 
Mrs. Eileen Giberson and Mr. Wayne Giberson, , 


612-60-U: Textile Workers Union of America, CLC-AFL-CIO 
(Complainant) v. Deerfield Plastics Limited (Newmarket) re: 
Rarer Court ie! 

613-60-U: International Woodworkers of America (Complainant ) 
V. Roti Wood & Metal Products Company Limited (Fergus) re: 
James A. Bilton, George Sharer and Donald P.J. Clyde, 


619-60-U: Shopmen's Local Union No. 757 of the International 
Association of Bridge Structural & Ornamental Iron Workers 
(Complainant) v. Bomac Company Ltd. (Cooksville) re: Ciro 
Orlando, Sergio Carlucci, Aladino Quilici, Renzo Balestri, 
Antonio Atzori, Valerio Magnani, Enzo Banducci, Rodolfo Russo, 
Umberto Rendina, Sebastiano Pagliari, Angelo Benetti, Gino 
Cavallin, Antonio Laperuta and Sauro Del Chierico, ° 


646-60-U: London & District Building Service Workers Union, 
Local 220 (Complainant) v. Saint Joseph Hospital (Sarnia) re: 
Mrs. Geraldine Kobzos, 


660-60-U: London & District Building Service Workers Union, 
Local 220 (Complainant) v. Saint Joseph Hospital (Sarnia), 
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661-60-U: London & District Building Service Workers Union, 
Local 220 (Complainant) v. Saint Joseph Hospital (Sarnia) 


4 


662-60-U: London & District Building Service Workers Union, 
Local 220 (Complainant) v. Saint Joseph Hospital (Sarnia) 


663-60-U: International Woodworkers of America (Complainant ) 
Vv. Fry and Blackhall Limited (Wingham) 





731-60-U: Local Union 633, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, AFL-CIO (Complainant) v. 
D. & J Meat Market (Toronto) re: Joe Busch 


744-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
(Complainant) v. Island Lake Lumber Company Limited (Sudbury) 
re: Leo Therrien ‘ 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENT IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS 


19,139-59:; Hotel & Restaurant Employees and Bartenders! 
International Union, A.F.L.-C.1.0.-C.L.C. Restaurant, 
Cafeteria & Tavern Employees Union Local 254 (Applicant) v. 
Dependable Caterers Limited (Scarborough) (Respondent) 
(Dismissed December 1960) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board indicated when it released its 
decision dismissing the applicant union's applica- 
tion for certification on December 29th, 1960, 
that written reasons therefor would be given. 


This application was filed on January leth, 
1960, and the Board's hearing was held on January 
25th, 1960. At the hearing, the union took ob- 
jection to. the inclusion in the bargaining unit 
of one, William Grant, on the grounds that he 
exercised managerial functions. As a result of 
this ovjection the Board, on January 27th, 1960, 
directed an Examiner to enquire into and report 
to the Board on the duties and responsibilities 
of this person. Following the appointment of the 
Examiner, the parties then agreed that Grant was 
properly included in the bargaining unit. On the 
basis of the evidence then before it, and in the 
absence of any other objection by the union to the 
list filed by the respondent, the Board found that 
the union had filed application cards and receipts 
for payment of initiation fees for twenty-two of 
the forty persons, who, according to the respondent's 
list, were in the bargaining unit on the date of 
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the application. On this basis, therefore, the 
union did not have as members the required per- 
centage of over fifty-five per cent of the persons 
in the bargaining unit to entitle it to outright 
certification. Since, however, the union did have 
on this evidence not less than forty-five per cent 
of the employees in the bargaining unit, as members, 
the Board on March 24th, 1960, directed the taking 
of a representation vote. 


Our records indicate that on or about April 
7th, 1960, the parties met, considered and 
approved the list of eligibile voters. The names 
of the two persons Lillian Turner and Henry Daoust, 
whose employment status was later disputed by the 
union, did not appear on this list of voters. 


The representation vote was held on April 27th, 
1960, and less than fifty per cent of the ballots of 
those eligibie to vote were cast in favour of the 
applicant union. 


On April 28th, 1960, the day following the 
vote, the union wrote a letter to the Registrar, 
wherein it contended that the respondent's list of 
employees contained the names of persons who should 
not have been included in the bargaining unit as of 
the date or the application. This letter reads as 
follows: 


'At the time of the Hearing for Certification, 
January 12th, the respondent ' Dependable 
Caterers Limited! submitted a list showing 
40 employees in the unit described as being 
appropriate for collective bargaining. 


At the time of the Hearing the applicant 
‘Restaurant Cafeteria & Tavern Employees 
Union, Local 254' was in no position to 
question the figures submitted by the res- 
pondent, seeing that he was represented by 
Mee Di be Houck. 


At the time of preparing the voters list it 
was found that only 36 employees were in the 
unit described as being appropriate for col- 
lective bargaining. (refer to letter, April 7) 


Information since the time of the hearing 

now made available to us, indicates the figure 
40 submitted by the respondent was slightly 
exaggerated, and led to a false estimate of 
the effected employees. 
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On this basis we seek an examination of 
the records of the respondent. '! 


Following the Board's receipt of this letter 
and after further letters of representation and 
reply had been received by the Board relating to the 
union's objection from both the applicant union and 
the respondent company, the Board received a letter 
from the union dated July 27th, 1960, in which the 
union confined its objections to two specific em- 
ployees, Lillian Turner and Henry Daoust, who it 
claimed should not have been included in the bargain- 
ing unit on the date of the application. The names 
of both of these persons appeared on the respondent's 
list filed in connection with this application. 


If at least one of these two names had been 
deleted from the list of persons constituting the 
bargaining unit on the date of the application, the 
union would have had membership of over fifty-five 
per cent of the employees in the bargaining unit and 
would, on the date of the hearing, have been entitled 
LO .OUutPighnt certification. without a vote. 


in consequence of the union's objection, the 
Board on july 28th, 19650, directed an examiner to 
enquire into the employment status of the two persons 
in question. The Board, thereafter, decided on the 
basis of the facts contained in the examiner's report 
that Henry Daoust was not an employee of the respondent 
on the date of the application, and accordingly ought 
not to have been included in the bargaining unit. 


On these facts it was suggested that the vote 
which was adverse to the union should be set aside 
and the union certified outright. In this regard it was 
was suggested that the union should be placed in the 
Same position as it would have been at the time of 
the hearing if the name of Henry Daoust had not appeared 
on the respondent's list. 


While normally, the applicant union does not 
obtain a copy of the respondent's list of employees, 
the Board's practice does afford an opportunity to 
&@ union which challenges it to check the list in the 
presence of the employer and a representative of the 
Board. If the applicant union is not satisfied with 
the contents of the list, it is entitled to make 
representations to the Board and to ask that an ex- 
aminer be appointed to enquire into the composition 
of the bargaining unit or the duties and responsi- 
bilities of particular employees. 
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It is significant in this case that the applicant 
did not avail itself of the opportunity available 
to check the list, nor, except for its objections 
to the inclusion of one person, did it challenge 
the respondent's list at any time before the vote. 
No such challenge was made by the union to the 
list until the day after it had lost the vote. 

It then stated that, ‘information since the time 
OF the Nearing, now made available to us, indl- 
cates that the figure '40' submitted by the res- 
pondent was slightly exaggerated'. 


In analyzing the circumstances of this case, 
we cannot escape the conclusion that the applicant 
must have entertained suspicions about the accuracy 
of the list long before the date of the represent- 
ation vote. Further, the circumstances demonstrate 
that the applicant had ample time and opportunity 
to challenge the iist before the vote. We find, 
therefore, that the union must be taken to have 
elected to take its chances on the vote and having 
done so, it must be bound by the result." 


Board Member E, Boyer dissented and said: 


"I dissent. I would have granted 
certification to the applicant." 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION SERVICES APPLICATIONS 
DISPOSED OF BY THE BOARD 


782-60-C: The Sudbury and District Council Workers' Union 
Local 902 of the International Union of Mine Mill and Smelter 
Workers (Applicant) v. Neelon Steel Limited (Sudbury) 
(Respondent). (Dismissed) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Having regard to all the evidence before 
i¢, 1b appears to the Board that this. joint 
application by the parties concerns a request 
for conciliation services on the basis of the 
Wage re-opener clause contained in the collective 
agreement between them, effective September 1, 
1960. Having regard to the decision of the Board 
in the Fern Shoe Case, (1951) C C H Canadian 
Labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder 17,020; 
C.L.S. 76-311, the application is dismissed.” 
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20,662-60: Canadian Textile Council Jaa ae v. Brantford 
Produce Company Limited (Brantford) (Respondent (Dismissed) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given in writing this 
application is dismissed." 


Board Member G. Russell Harvey dissented and said: 


"For the reasons given in writing I dissent. 


I would have referred the matter to the Minister." 


TRUSTEESHIP REPORTS FILED MARCH 1961 


T1-60 International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America Local 880. 
Report filed by James R. Hotta, 
General President, dated Marc’ 17, 1961, stated 
that Local 880 was released from trusteeship, 


effective January 1, 1961. 





For particulars of report of trusteeship 
see Monthly Report, Ontario Labour Relations Board, 
December 1960, page-345. 


TI1-60 International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America Local o/79. 
General President, dated March 27, 1961, stated 
that Local 879 was released from trusteeship, 
effective January 1, 1961. 


For particulars of report of trusteeship 
see Monthly Report, Ontario Labour Relations Board, 
December 1960, page-346. 
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